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MULTI-PARAMETER FLAG LEIBNIZ RULES OF ARBITRARY COMPLEXITY IN

MIXED-NORM SPACES

CRISTINA BENEA AND YUJIA ZHAI

Abstract. We prove multi-parameter Leibniz rules corresponding to flag paraproducts of arbitrary complexity in
mixed-norm spaces, including endpoint estimates. The proof relies on multi-linear harmonic analysis techniques and
a quantitative treatment of the commutators introduced by Bourgain and Li. The argument is robust and applicable
to a generic class of multipliers, including (symmetric) Mikhlin multipliers of positive order and asymmetric variants
of partial differential operators and Mikhlin multipliers of positive order.

1. Introduction

1.1. Motivation and Main results. In this work, we study multi-parameter flag Leibniz rules, which include
the particular bi-parameter example

∥Dβ1

(1)D
β2

(2)
(Dα1

(1)D
α2

(2)(f1f2)f3Dγ1
(1)D

γ2
(2)(f4f5))∥Lr⃗

(1.1)

≲∥Dα1+β1

(1) D
α2+β2

(2) f1∥Lp⃗1 ∥f2∥Lp⃗2 ∥f3∥Lp⃗3 ∥Dγ1
(1)D

γ2
(2)f4∥Lp⃗4 ∥f5∥Lp⃗5 + ∥f1∥Lp⃗1 ∥Dα1+β1

(1) D
α2+β2

(2) f2∥Lp⃗2 ∥f3∥Lp⃗3 ∥Dγ1
(1)D

γ2
(2)f4∥Lp⃗4 ∥f5∥Lp⃗5+

∥Dα1+β1

(1) f1∥Lp⃗1 ∥Dα2

(2)f2∥Lp⃗2 ∥Dβ2

(2)f3∥Lp⃗3 ∥Dγ1
(1)f4∥Lp⃗4 ∥Dγ2

(2)f5∥Lp⃗5 + ∥Dα1

(1)f1∥Lp⃗1 ∥Dα2+β2

(2) f2∥Lp⃗2 ∥f3∥Lp⃗3 ∥Dγ1+β1

(1) f4∥Lp⃗4 ∥Dγ2
(2)f5∥Lp⃗5

+ . . . 140 other similar terms.

Above, β1, β2, α1, α2, γ1, γ2 ≥ 0 and the spaces Lp⃗i(Rd1 × Rd2) represent mixed-norm Lebesgue spaces L
p
1

i
x (Lp

2

i
y )

(see Section 2, definition 2.1) with 1 ≤ p1i , p2i ≤ ∞ for all 1 ≤ i ≤ 5. Additionally, we require that

5

∑
i=1

1

p1i
= 1

r1
,

5

∑
i=1

1

p2i
= 1

r2
,

and
1
r2
< d2+β2

d2

, 1
p2

1

+ 1
p2

2

< d2+α2

d2

, 1
p2

4

+ 1
p2

5

< d2+γ2

d2

,
1
r1
<min(d1+β1

d1

, d2+β2

d2

), 1
p1

1

+ 1
p1

2

<min(d1+α1

d1

, d2+α2

d2

), 1
p1

4

+ 1
p1

5

<min(d1+γ1

d1

, d2+γ2

d2

).
The Leibniz rule (1.1) confirms the fact that fractional partial derivatives1 acting in various ways on products

of functions are properly distributed among the functions, provided these are elements of some mixed-norm Lp⃗

spaces, with p⃗ = (p1, . . . , pN),1 ≤ p1, . . . , pN ≤ ∞.
The difficulty – and thus the interest – of flag Leibniz rules such as (1.1) resides in the fact that straightaway

composition arguments are insufficient when the input functions are too close to L1, in spite of them having the
form of and distributing the derivatives as compositions of simpler Leibniz rules. This is a feature shared with the
flag paraproducts introduced by Muscalu in [14], which ressemble compositions of Coifman-Meyer multipliers. In
fact, Coifman-Meyer multipliers are usually invoked in the study of fractional Leibniz rules, and in particular the
boundedness of the one-parameter flag paraproduct from [14] implies the one-parameter flag Leibniz rule.2

When it comes to fractional partial derivatives acting independently on various variables – as in (1.1) – a new
layer of difficulty is added since the boundedness of multi-parameter flag paraproducts remains, to our knowledge, a
difficult open problem. However, combining multilinear harmonic analysis techniques with the method introduced

1For α1, α2 ≥ 0, we consider the partial differential operators Dα1

(1)
,D

α2

(2)
, initially defined on the space S(Rd1+d2) of Schwartz

functions – via the Fourier transform – by formulas

D
α1

(1)
f ∶=F

−1 (∣ξ∣α1 f̂(ξ, η)) , D
α2

(2)
f ∶=F

−1 (∣η∣α2 f̂(ξ, η)) .(1.2)

In contrast, the homogeneous differential operator Dβ is defined on the Schwartz space S(Rd) by
(1.3) Dβf ∶=F

−1(∣ξ∣β f̂(ξ)).

2Modulo some endpoints.
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2 C. BENEA AND Y. ZHAI

by Bourgain and Li [4] for proving Leibniz rules for input data in L∞ (another situation in which Coifman-Meyer
multipliers cannot be invoked), we are able to prove multi-parameter flag Leibniz rules of arbitrary complexity.

Differences and similarities between the reduction of Leibniz rules to the boundedness of Coifman-Meyer mul-
tipliers and the Bourgain-Li method will be discussed in Section 2.3.

Leibniz rules of various types have been extensively investigated and widely used in nonlinear PDEs. The
simplest Leibniz rule, acting on functions defined on R

d, takes the form

∥Dβ(f1f2)∥Lr ≲ ∥Dβf1∥Lp1 ∥f2∥Lp2 + ∥f1∥Lp1 ∥Dβf2∥Lp2(1.4)

where

1 ≤ p1, p2 ≤ ∞, d

d + α < r ≤ ∞,
1

p1
+ 1

p2
= 1

r
.(1.5)

As mentioned above, the Coifman-Meyer theorem [5] implies the Leibniz rule (1.4), but only in the range

1 < p1, p2 ≤ ∞, d

d + α < r < ∞,
1

p1
+ 1

p2
= 1

r
.

Coifman-Meyer operators are associated in frequency to Mikhlin symbols: they are n-linear operators Tm
described3 by

Tm(f1, . . . , fn) ∶= ∫
Rnd

m(ξ1, . . . , ξn)f̂1(ξ1) ⋅ . . . ⋅ f̂n(ξn)e2πix(ξ1+...+ξn)dξ1 . . . dξn,
where m is a Mikhlin symbol (of order 0) satisfying

(1.6) ∣∂γ1

ξ1
. . . ∂

γn

ξn
m(ξ1, . . . , ξn)∣ ≲ (∣ξ1∣ + . . . + ∣ξn∣)−∣γ1 ∣−...−∣γn ∣

for sufficiently many4 multi-indices γ1, . . . , γn. The class of Mikhlin symbols on R
nd will be denotedM(Rnd).

Since multilinear Coifman-Meyer operators (which are particular cases of multilinear Calderon-Zygmund oper-

ators) do not satisfy L∞ ×L∞ ↦ L∞, or (strong type) L1 ×Lp ↦ L
p

p+1 bounds for 1 ≤ p ≤∞, a different approach
is required for dealing with these endpoint estimates. This was introduced in [4], where Bourgain and Li proved
that

∥Dβ(f1f2)∥L∞ ≲ ∥Dβf1∥L∞∥f2∥L∞ + ∥f1∥L∞∥Dβf2∥L∞ ,

a result conjectured in [7]. In fact, the authors proved in [4] a Kato-Ponce commutator estimate involving Besov
norms5

∥Dβ(f1f2) − (Dβf1)f2 − f1(Dβf2)∥L∞ ≲ ∥f1∥L∞∥f2∥Ḃβ
∞,∞
+ ∥f1∥Ḃβ

∞,∞
∥f2∥L∞ .(1.7)

The appearance of Besov norms should already suggest that a scale-by-scale analysis will be performed, and that
the estimates obtained in this way will be summed according to their magnitude; this is in sharp contrast with the
approach for Coifman-Meyer multipliers, in which the orthogonality between different scales plays a crucial role.

The case when (at least) one of p1 or p2 is equal to 1 was proved by Oh and Wu in [18], by applying the methods
introduced in [4]. It represented a first instance of a (strong-type) Leibniz rule for input functions in L1.

Bi-parameter Leibniz rules, such as

∥Dβ1

(1)
D

β2

(2)
(f1f2)∥Lr(Rd1+d2) ≲∥D

β1

(1)
D

β2

(2)
f1∥Lp1(Rd1+d2)∥f2∥Lp2(Rd1+d2) + ∥f1∥Lp1(Rd1+d2)∥D

β1

(1)
D

β2

(2)
f2∥Lp2(Rd1+d2)+

∥Dβ1

(1)
f1∥Lp1(Rd1+d2)∥D

β2

(2)
f2∥Lp2(Rd1+d2) + ∥D

β2

(2)
f1∥Lp1(Rd1+d2)∥D

β1

(1)
f2∥Lp2(Rd1+d2),(1.8)

at least for

1 < p1, p2 ≤∞, max (
d1

d1 + β1
,

d2

d2 + β2
) < r <∞, 1

p1
+

1

p2
= 1

r
,(1.9)

are a consequence of bi-parameter paraproducts’ boundedness within the same range (1.9), as proved in [15]. The
endpoints p1 = p2 = r =∞ and strong estimates in the case p1 = 1 or p2 = 1 for (1.8) are contained in the work of
Oh and Wu [18].

3Given a frequency symbol m, we denote by Tm the associated n-linear operator.
4In certain situations, finding minimal regularity conditions for Mikhlin symbols becomes important. This will not be the case

for our applications concerning Leibniz rules for homogeneous (or inhomogeneous, as we will see later) partial fractional differential
operators, as the symbols involved will either be smooth or will be a suitable superposition of smooth symbols.

5The Besov norms ∥ ⋅ ∥
Ḃ

β
p,∞

associated to the real parameter β and to the Lebesgue exponent 1 ≤ p ≤∞, will be explicitly defined

in Section 2.1 – see (2.6).
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Mixed-norm estimates for bi-parameter Leibniz rules were obtained more recently, as a consequence of mixed-
norm estimates for bi-parameter paraproducts [1], [2]6; more exactly, it was proved that the inequality

∥Dβ1

(1)
D

β2

(2)
(f1f2)∥Lr1

x (L
r2
y )
≲∥Dβ1

(1)
D

β2

(2)
f1∥

L
p1
1

x (L
p2
1

y )
∥f2∥

L
p1
2

x (L
p2
2

y )
+ ∥f1∥

L
p1
1

x (L
p2
1

y )
∥Dβ1

(1)
D

β2

(2)
f2∥

L
p1
2

x (L
p2
2

y )

+ ∥Dβ1

(1)
f1∥

L
p1
1

x (L
p2
1

y )
∥Dβ2

(2)
f2∥

L
p1
2

x (L
p2
2

y )
+ ∥Dβ2

(2)
f1∥

L
p1
1

x (L
p2
1

y )
∥Dβ1

(1)
f2∥

L
p1
2

x (L
p2
2

y )
,(1.10)

holds for Lebesgue exponents satisfying

1 < pi1, pi2 ≤∞, 1

pi1
+

1

pi2
= 1

ri
, for all 1 ≤ i ≤ 2, d2

d2 + β2
< r2 <∞, max (

d1

d1 + β1
,

d2

d2 + β2
) < r1 <∞.

The same result, including the endpoints ri = ∞ (which forces pi1 = pi2 = ∞) for some 1 ≤ i ≤ 2, or pij = 1 for

some 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 2, were proved by Oh and Wu [18] using the Bourgain-Li method and thus avoiding mixed-norm
estimates for Coifman-Meyer multipliers. Other partial results were obtained in [6].

Multi-parameter multilinear operators are especially interesting; unlike their linear analogues, they take as
input several functions, and yield as output only one function, so that linear techniques (freezing a variable,
using vector-valued estimates) are not easily applicable. Mixed-norm estimates for multi-parameter multilinear
operators present an additional difficulty, and in general they require sharper estimates for the concerned operator
(localization, weighted estimates, etc; see [1], [2]).

The results above in (1.10) can be extended to the N -parameter case; except for a few endpoints,7 this result
is implicit in [1], [2]. The full result, including L1 and L∞ endpoints is implicit in [18].

We would like to comment that although (1.4), (1.8) and (1.10) above describe the bi-linear case, the n-linear
case for n > 2 remains valid and it can be proved by the same methods.

The one-parameter flag Leibniz rule can be perceived as the Leibniz rule for compositions of fractional differential
operators. The simplest example is

∥Dβ (Dα(f1f2)f3) ∥Lr ≲ ∥Dα+βf1∥Lp1 ∥f2∥Lp2 ∥f3∥Lp3 + ∥f1∥Lp1 ∥Dα+βf2∥Lp2∥f3∥Lp3(1.11)

+ ∥Dαf1∥Lp1 ∥f2∥Lp2∥Dβf3∥Lp3 + ∥f1∥Lp1 ∥Dαf2∥Lp2 ∥Dβf3∥Lp3 ,

where

1 ≤ p1, p2, p3 ≤∞, 1

p1
+

1

p2
+

1

p3
= 1

r
, 0 ≤ 1

r
< d + β

d
, 0 ≤ 1

p1
+

1

p2
< d + α

d
.(1.12)

The Leibniz rule (1.11) (except for endpoints (p1, p2) = (∞,∞) or strong-type estimates when pi = 1 for some
1 ≤ i ≤ 3) is a consequence of the boundedness of the one-parameter flag paraproduct [14]. The endpoint case
(p1, p2) = (∞,∞) can be derived by iteratively applying the endpoint estimate (1.4) due to Bourgain and Li [4].

It is worth pointing out that interpreting the Leibniz rule (1.11) as a composition of two classical Leibniz rules
(as described in (1.4)) and iteratively invoking (1.4) only yields a limited range of exponents, namely the case
1 ≤ p1, p2, p3 ≤ ∞,0 ≤ 1

p1

+ 1
p2

≤ 1 and max( 1
2
, d
d+β
) < r ≤ ∞. In order to achieve boundedness in the nontrivial

range 1 < 1
p1

+ 1
p2

<min(2, d+α
d
) and max( 1

3
, d
d+β
) < r ≤∞, one can decompose Dβ(Dα(f1f2)f3) into a sum of flag

paraproducts whose boundedness was proved by Muscalu [14] and later extended by Miyachi and Tomita [13] to
Hardy spaces input data.

The flag paraproduct should be thought of as compositions of Coifman-Meyer multipliers: in frequency, the
associated symbol is a product of singular Mikhlin symbols

(1.13) m(ξ) ∶= ∏
S⊆{1,...,n}

mS(ξS)

where ξ ∶= (ξi)ni=1 ∈ Rdn, ξS ∶= (ξi)i∈S ∈ Rd⋅card(S) and mS ∈M(Rd⋅card(S)). Hence the singularity set associated
to m consists of unions of subspaces of various dimensions, which can be further organized into a union of
ordered subspaces – or flags. Flag paraproducts do not satisfy L∞ × . . . × L∞ → L∞, or strong type estimates
L1 ×Lp2 × . . .×Lpn → Lr; nevertheless, we will see that the flag Leibniz rule remains true even in these particular
situations.

Although the boundedness of the generic multi-parameter flag paraproduct is still an open problem, as men-
tioned previously, a particular case of bi-parameter flag paraproducts was proved independently in [17] and [9].

6Although stated for functions defined on R ×R, the Leibniz rules in [1], [2] remain valid in higher dimensions.
7Certain complications appear when one tries to prove mixed-norm estimates for N-parameter paraproducts, when some of the

input functions are in mixed-norm Lebesgue spaces involving L∞.
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That leads to some specific example of bi-parameter Leibniz rules in the full range of boundedness, modulo cer-
tain endpoints. However, the generic multi-parameter versions of (1.11) known before were those that could be
obtained as a result of compositions of (1.8) or (1.10) – which leaves out a significant range of Lebesgue expo-
nents. We will show that the Bourgain-Li method can be adapted to proving multi-parameter flag Leibniz rules
of arbitrary complexity.

Especially in the context of flag Leibniz rules (and of flag paraproducts, as one would expect), it becomes
convenient to use rooted tree representations. The n-linear Leibniz rule for

Dβ(f1 . . . fn),(1.14)

corresponds to the simplest tree

(1.15)

Dβ

f1 f2
. . .

fn

where the root of the tree is the vertex associated to the differential operator Dβ and the leaves of the tree are
the vertices associated to the n functions that the differential operator acts on.

The multilinear expression Dβ(Dα(f1 ⋅f2)f3) on the left hand side of (1.11) can be represented by the following
rooted tree:

(1.16)

Dβ

Dα

f1 f2

f3

.

In general, a rooted tree G consists of a collection of vertices which are organized according to their depth; the
root – denoted rG – has depth zero, the direct descendants of the root have depth 1, and so on. The vertices which
don’t have any descendants are called leaves – and LG denotes the collection of leaves in the rooted tree G; all the
other vertices make up V , the collection of vertices that have at least one descendant.8

To each l ∈ LG we associate a function acting on R
d, and to each vertex v ∈ V we associate a fractional differential

operatorDβv

for some βv ≥ 0. With an abuse of notation, we identify the collection LG of leaves with the collection
of functions {f1, . . . , fn}, and similarly, the collection of vertices V is identified with the collection of fractional

differential operators {Dβv

∶ v ∈ V}.
For each v ∈ V , we define the set

(1.17) L(v) ∶= {i ∈ {1, . . . , n} ∶ fi is a descendant of v}.

As a consequence, L(root) = {1, . . . , n}.
It is also easy to verify that for any v1, v2 ∈ V , only one of the following situations can happen:

(1.18) (1) L(v1) ∩ L(v2) = ∅; (2) L(v1) ⊆ L(v2); (3) L(v2) ⊆ L(v1).
Last but not least, the complexity of the tree G is defined as the maximal depth among the leaves vertices; or

equivalently, as the maximum length of upward paths from a leaf to the root. For example, (1.15) is a tree of
complexity 1 while (1.16) is of complexity 2.

We can adapt the tree representation to the multi-parameter setting by substituting the homogenous differential
operators (1.3) with partial differential operators (1.2). The 5-linear expression on the left hand side of (1.1) indeed
corresponds to a tree of complexity 2 represented by Figure 1(ii) bellow; next to it, Figure 1(i) depicts its one-
parameter equivalent.

Building upon the above structures, one can obtain a rooted tree representation for N -parameter flag Leibniz
rules as well; in such a situation, the leaves LG correspond to functions {f1, . . . , fn} defined on R

d1 × . . .×RdN , and

the vertices in V to generic fractional partial differential operators D
βv
1

(1)
. . .D

βv
N

(N)
, where each βv

j ≥ 0 indicates the

partial derivatives associated to v in the j-th parameter. As before, we identify a vertex v with its corresponding
differential operator, and the set LG with the set of functions {f1, . . . , fn}.

8It is more natural to request that every vertex which is not a leaf has at least two descendants.
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Dβ

Dα

f1 f2

f3
Dγ

f4 f5

i Tree corresponding to the one-parameter Leibniz rule
Dβ(Dα(f1f2)f3Dγ(f4f5))

D
β1

(1)
D

β2

(2)

Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)

f1 f2

f3

D
γ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)

f4 f5

ii Tree corresponding to the bi-parameter Leibniz rule
D

β1

(1)
D

β2

(2)
(Dα1

(1)
D

α2

(2)
(f1f2)f3Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2
(2)
(f4f5))

Figure 1. One and bi-parameter flag Leibniz rules

In this paper, we establish multi-parameter flag Leibniz rules of arbitrary complexity for input data in Lp⃗

spaces, with 1 ≤ p⃗ ≤ ∞.9 More precisely, we prove an N -parameter, n-linear Leibniz rule associated to a rooted

tree G with n leaves. The possible distribution of derivatives D
βv
1

(1)
. . .D

βv
N

(N)
among the n functions f1, . . . , fn is

described by the tensor map δ1 ⊗ . . .⊗ δN ∶ VN → {1, . . . , n}N ; for 1 ≤ j ≤ N , δj represents a map

(1.19) δj ∶ V → {1, . . . , n}

satisfying the following two conditions:

(i) for any v ∈ V , δj(v) ∈ L(v) (equivalently, Dβv
j

(j)
derivatives are attributed to fδj(v), one of the leaves descending

from the vertex v).
(ii) if S(v) denotes the set of non-leaf, direct descendants of the vertex v (for some v ∈ V), then

δj(v) = δj(w), for some w ∈ S(v).
This latter condition ensures that the distribution of derivatives agrees with the composition law. As a conse-

quence of (ii), if δ(v) = l for some v ∈ V , then for any non-leaf vertex w along the path from v to the leaf fl, we
have δ(w) = l. Due to observation (1.18), conditions (i) and (ii) can be simultaneously satisfied.

We denote by D(V) (abbreviated as D) the collection of maps δj ∶ V → {1, . . . , n} satisfying conditions (i) and

(ii) above for 1 ≤ j ≤ N . We will abbreviate D × . . .D
´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶
N copies

as DN .

We notice that such maps are well-defined since the leading partial derivatives only hit one function they act

on at a time, but δj is not necessarily injective nor surjective – in the example (1.1), Dβ1

(1)
and Dα1

(1)
can hit f1

simultaneously (thus not injective) and it is also possible that no derivative hits f1 at all (thus not surjective).
With abuse of notation, we will denote for any 1 ≤ l ≤ n,
(1.20) δ−1j (l) ∶= ∑

v∈V∶δj(v)=l

βv
j

and if l ∉ range(δj), then δ−1j (l) = 0; hence δ−1j (l) keeps track of the number of partial derivatives attributed to fl
by the map δj .

For any v ∈ V , pv denotes the Lebesgue exponent defined by

(1.21)
1

pv
= ∑

i∈L(v)

1

pi
.

In the case of N -parameters rooted trees, we consider N -tuples p⃗v = (p1v, . . . , pNv ) and each pjv, for 1 ≤ j ≤ N , is
defined by

(1.22)
1

p
j
v

= ∑
i∈L(v)

1

p
j
i

.

Now we are ready to state our main result:

9This inequality is to be understood componentwise.
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D
β
rG
1

(1)
. . .D

β
rG
N

(N)

D
β1

1

(1)
. . .D

β1

N

(N)

f1
. . . . . . . . .

D
β2

1

(1)
. . .D

β2

N

(N)

. . . . . . . . . . . .

D
β
n1

1

(1)
. . .D

β
n1

N

(N)

. . . . . . . . .
fn

Figure 2. A rooted tree of arbitrary complexity associated to an N -parameter flag Leibniz rule.

Theorem 1.1. Let G be a rooted tree of root rG, and to every v ∈ V we associate the N -parameter fractional

differential operator D
βv
1

(1)
. . .D

βv
N

(N)
, with βv

1 , . . . , β
v
N ≥ 0. Let DN be the collection of maps δ1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ δN ∶ VN →

{1, . . . , n}N satisfying conditions (i) and (ii), which describe the admissible distributions of derivatives. If TG
denotes the n-linear operator indicated by the rooted tree G, then for any functions f1, . . . , fn ∈ S(Rd1 × . . .×RdN ),

∥TG(f1, . . . , fn)∥r⃗ ≲ ∑
δ1⊗...⊗δN ∈DN

n

∏
l=1

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
. . .D

δ−1N (l)

(N)
fl∥p⃗l

,(1.23)

provided that 1 ≤ pj
l
≤∞ for all 1 ≤ j ≤ N , 1 ≤ l ≤ n,

(1.24)
1

rj
=

n

∑
l=1

1

p
j
l

, for all 1 ≤ j ≤ N,

(1.25)
dN

dN + β
rG
N

< rN , max(
dN

dN + β
rG
N

,
dN−1

dN−1 + β
rG
N−1

) < rN−1, . . . ,max (
dN

dN + β
rG
N

, . . . ,
d1

d1 + β
rG
1

) < r1

and in general, for any v ∈ V,
(1.26)

dN

dN + βv
N

< pNv , max(
dN

dN + βv
N

,
dN−1

dN−1 + βv
N−1

) < pN−1v , . . . ,max (
dN

dN + βv
N

, . . . ,
d1

d1 + βv
1

) < p1v.

Whenever βv
j ∈ 2N, the corresponding conditions on pjv in (1.26) above can be removed.

The only previously known case of the above result corresponds to N = 1: the one-parameter flag Leibniz
rules associated to trees of arbitrary complexity are a consequence10 of the boundedness of flag paraproducts of
arbitrary complexity from [14].

We remark that the mixed norms

∥ ⋅ ∥Lp⃗l(Rd1×...RdN ) = ∥ . . . ∥ ⋅ ∥
L

pN
l
(RdN ) . . . ∥Lp1

l (Rd1)

in Theorem 1.1 can be further replaced by

∥ . . . ∥ ⋅ ∥
L

p⃗N
l
(RdN ) . . . ∥Lp⃗1

l (Rd1)
;

that is, each ∥ ⋅ ∥
L

p
j
l (Rdj )

norm can be replaced by the mixed norm ∥ ⋅ ∥
L

p⃗
j
l (Rdj )

, as long as p⃗j
l
= (pj

l,1
, . . . , p

j
l,dj
) ∈

[1,∞]dj . In this situation we require (component-wise) conditions analogous to (1.24), (1.25) and (1.26):

1

r⃗j
=

n

∑
l=1

1

p⃗
j
l

, for all 1 ≤ j ≤ N,

dN

dN + β
rG
N

<min(rN1 , . . . , rNdN
), . . . ,max ( dN

dN + β
rG
N

, . . . ,
d1

d1 + β
rG
1

) <min(r11 , . . . , r1d1
)

and for any v ∈ V ,
dN

dN + βv
N

<min(pNv,1, . . . , pNv,dN
), . . . ,max ( dN

dN + βv
N

, . . . ,
d1

d1 + βv
1

) <min(p1v,1, . . . , p1v,d1
).

This remains true for all our results, namely Theorem 1.1-1.6.

10Modulo endpoints.
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Moreover, for a rooted tree G, we can associate to each vertex v ∈ V the inhomogeneous differential operator

J
β
v
1

(1)
. . . J

β
v
N

(N)
11 instead of the homogeneous differential operator D

β
v
1

(1)
. . .D

β
v
N

(N)
. The multilinear operator – denoted

by T J
G – satisfies the same mixed-norm estimates as TG described in Theorem 1.1 and can be treated in the

same fashion; the only notable difference appears at the level of cone/paraproduct decompositions, since the
inhomogeneous partial differential operators do not pick out small frequency scales. Details on how to adjust the
decompositions can be found in Grafakos-Oh [8] or Oh-Wu [18].

Now we return to our initial examples – the explicit Leibniz rule (1.1) – in order to clarify the notation in our
main theorem. In the example (1.1), n = 5 and N = 2, so that the set of leaves LG consists of

LG = {f1, f2, f3, f4, f5},
and the collection V of non-leaf vertices of

V = {β⃗ = (β1, β2), α⃗ = (α1, α2), γ⃗ = (γ1, γ2)}.
Then

L(β⃗) = {1,2,3,4,5}, L(α⃗) = {1,2}, L(γ⃗) = {4,5}
and for any j = 1,2, δj ∶ {βj, αj , γj}→ {1,2,3,4,5} must satisfy the condition that

δj(αj) ∈ {1,2}, δj(γj) ∈ {4,5},
and

δj(βj) ∈ {1,2,3,4,5} with δj(βj) = δj(αj) or δj(βj) = δj(γj) or δj(βj) = 3.
As a result, there are in total 144 choices of δ1⊗δ2! The first term in the right-hand side of (1.1) indeed corresponds
to the particular choice of the maps

δ1(β1) = δ1(α1) = 1, δ1(γ1) = 4; δ2(β2) = δ2(α2) = 1, δ2(γ2) = 4,
whereas the fourth term corresponds to

δ1(β1) = δ1(γ1) = 4, δ1(α1) = 1; δ2(β2) = δ2(α2) = 2, δ2(γ2) = 5.
We can equivalently represent the flag Leibniz rules in frequency – since the fractional (partial) differential

operators themselves are defined in frequency (see (1.2), (1.3)). Starting from the observation that

(1.27) Dβ(f1 f2 . . . fn) = F−1(∣ξ1 + . . . + ξn∣β f̂1(ξ1) ⋅ . . . ⋅ f̂n(ξn)),
we realize that a correspondence can be established between the trees

(1.28)

Dβ

f1 f2
. . .

fn

↭

∣ξ1 + . . . + ξn∣β

f̂1(ξ1) f̂2(ξ2) . . .
f̂n(ξn)

.

One should notice that in the frequency representation of the flag Leibniz rules, the set of leaves L̂G consists of

{f̂1(ξ1), . . . f̂n(ξn)}. The vertices v ∈ V should be identified, in the one-parameter case, with the symbols

(1.29) ∣ ∑
i∈L(v)

ξi∣βv

;

in the N -parameters case, the non-leaf vertices appearing in the flag Leibniz rules should be identified with

(1.30)
N

∏
j=1

∣ ∑
i∈L(v)

ξ
j
i ∣βv

j .

The representation in frequency of the 5-linear flag appearing in (1.1) and of its one-parameter analogue are
represented in Figures 3 (ii) and 3(i) below.

11For 1 ≤ j ≤ N , we denote by J
βj

(j)
, with βj ≥ 0, the inhomogeneous partial differential operator defined on the space of Schwartz

functions S(Rd1 × . . .RdN ) by

J
βj

(j)
f ∶=F

−1((1 + ∣ξj ∣2)
βj
2 f̂(ξ1, . . . , ξN)).
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∣ξ1 + ξ2 + ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5∣β

∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α

f̂1(ξ1) f̂2(ξ2)

f̂3(ξ3)
∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ

f̂4(ξ4) f̂5(ξ5)
i Frequency tree for the one-parameter Leibniz
rule Dβ(Dα(f1f2)f3Dγ(f4f5)).

∣ξ1 + ξ2 + ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5∣β1 ∣η1 + η2 + η3 + η4 + η5∣β2

∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α1 ∣η1 + η2∣α2

f̂1(ξ1, η1) f̂2(ξ2, η2)

f̂3(ξ3, η3)
∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ1 ∣η4 + η5∣γ2

f̂4(ξ4, η4) f̂5(ξ5, η5)
ii Frequency tree for the bi-parameter Leibniz
rule D

β1

(1)
D

β2

(2)
(Dα1

(1)
D

α2

(2)
(f1f2)f3Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2
(2)
(f4f5)).

Figure 3. Frequency representation of one and bi-parameter flag Leibniz rules

Interestingly, the same methods imply the boundedness of multi-parameter flag multipliers that do not corre-
spond directly to multi-parameter flag Leibniz rules, since the structures of the trees are different for different
parameters. One such example is the following 5-linear, bi-parameter expression

TG1⊗G2(f1, f2, f3, f4, f5)(x, y)(1.31)

∶=∫
R10

∣ξ1 + ξ2 + ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5∣β1 ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α1 ∣ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5∣γ1 ∣ξ3 + ξ4∣ζ1 ∣η1 + η2 + η3 + η4 + η5∣β2 ∣η1 + η3∣α2 ∣η2 + η4∣γ2

5

∏
l=1

f̂l(ξl, ηl)e2πi(x,y)⋅(ξ1+ξ2+ξ3+ξ4+ξ5,η1+η2+η3+η4+η5)dξdη.

More generally, we can consider n-linear, N -parameter operators that can be represented as TG1⊗...⊗GN , where
each Gj , for 1 ≤ j ≤ N , indicates the frequency tree in the j-th parameter.

For any 1 ≤ j ≤ N , we denote by Vj the set of vertices with at least one descendant and by Lj the set of vertices
with no descendants. Whereas Lj is always going to be identified with the collection of functions {f1, . . . , fn},
the collections Vj on the other hand can be quite different due to the distinct tree structures associated to

each parameter. Let (ξjl )1≤l≤n denote the frequency variables for the j-th parameter. To every vertex vj ∈ Vj , we
associate a symbol ∣ ∑

l∈L(vj)

ξ
j
l
∣β

vj
j with β

vj
j ≥ 0. The distribution of derivatives is still described by maps δ1⊗. . .⊗δN ,

where for every 1 ≤ j ≤N ,

δj ∶ Vj → {1, . . . , n}
satisfies the conditions (i) and (ii), with V replaced by Vj. We denote by D(Vj) the collection of such δjs, so
that D(V1)× . . .×D(VN ) represents the collection of admissible distributions of derivatives among the n functions
f1, . . . , fn.

We now state the Leibniz-type estimates for multi-parameter flag multipliers with asymmetric symbols generated
by partial differential operators:

Theorem 1.2. Let TG1⊗...⊗GN denote the n-linear operator associated to Gj for 1 ≤ j ≤ N such that each Gj denotes

the frequency tree for the j-th parameter. Suppose that every vertex vj ∈ Vj is associated to a symbol ∣ ∑
l∈L(vj)

ξ
j
l
∣β

vj

j

with β
vj
j ≥ 0. Then for any functions f1, . . . , fn ∈ S(Rd1 × . . . ×RdN ), we have

∥TG1⊗...⊗GN (f1, . . . , fn)∥r⃗ ≲ ∑
δ1⊗...⊗δN ∈D(V1)×...×D(VN)

n

∏
l=1

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
. . .D

δ−1N (l)

(N)
fl∥p⃗l

,

for any 1 ≤ pj
l
≤∞, 1 ≤ j ≤ N , 1 ≤ l ≤ n,

1

rj
=

n

∑
l=1

1

p
j
l

, for all 1 ≤ j ≤ N,

and

(1.32) max{ dj

dj + β
vj
j

∶ vj ∈ Vj ,1 ≤ j ≤ N} <min{rj ∶ 1 ≤ j ≤N}.
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We remark that the condition (1.32) on the Lebesgue exponents is only sufficient, and that in the case when
β
vj
j ∈ 2N it can be disregarded.
Moreover, the same method allows us to prove mixed-norm Leibniz-type estimates for multilinear Mikhlin

multipliers of order β > 0, by systematically reducing them to estimates for linear Mikhlin multipliers. This
extends to flags associated to Mikhlin multipliers of strictly positive order, both in one-parameter and in multi-
parameter settings.

Let β ∈ R. We say m(ξ1, . . . , ξn) is a Mikhlin symbol of order β provided that m ∶ Rdn → C is smooth away
from the origin {(ξ1, . . . , ξn) = 0} and satisfies the condition

(1.33) ∣∂γ1

ξ1
. . . ∂

γn

ξn
m(ξ1, . . . , ξn)∣ ≲ (∣ξ1∣ + . . . + ∣ξn∣)β−∣γ1∣−...−∣γn ∣

for sufficiently many multi-indices γ1, . . . , γn. We denote12 by Mβ the class of symbols satisfying the above
conditions.

Theorem 1.3. Let TG denote the n-linear operator indicated by a rooted tree G of root rG , where every vertex
v ∈ V is associated to a symbol mv ∈ Mβv of order βv > 0. Let D be the collection of maps defined in (1.19),

satisfying conditions (i) and (ii). Then for any functions f1, . . . , fn ∈ S(Rd), we have

∥TG(f1, . . . , fn)∥r ≲ ∑
δ∈D

n

∏
l=1

∥Dδ−1(l)fl∥pl
,(1.34)

provided that 1 < pl <∞, 1 ≤ l ≤ n, and 1/n < r <∞ satisfy the Hölder condition

1

r
= 1

p1
+ . . . +

1

pn
.

Notice that in this situation we fail to recover precisely the L∞ and L1 endpoints.
In the N -parameter case, we consider β1, . . . , βN ∈ R and we say that m is an N -parameter Mikhlin symbol

of order (β1, . . . , βN), simply written as m ∈Mβ1,...,βN
, if m ∶ R(d1+...dN)n → C is smooth away from the region

N

⋃
j=1

{(ξ1, . . . ξn) ∈ R(d1+...+dN)n ∶ (ξj1, . . . , ξjn) = 0 in R
djn} and satisfies the condition

(1.35) ∣∂γ1

1

ξ1
1

. . . ∂
γN
1

ξN
1

. . . ∂
γ1

n

ξn
. . . ∂

γN
n

ξNn
m(ξ1, . . . , ξn)∣ ≲

N

∏
j=1

(∣ξj1 ∣ + . . . + ∣ξjn∣)βj−∣γ
j
1
∣−...−∣γj

n ∣

for sufficiently many multi-indices γ11 , . . . , γ
N
1 , . . . , γ

1
n, . . . , γ

N
n .

Then we have the following N -parameter result for symbols which tensorize in each parameter:

Theorem 1.4. Let TG denote the n-linear operator indicated by a rooted tree G of root rG , where every vertex is
associated to a symbol mv satisfying

(1.36) mv(ξ1i1 , . . . , ξNi1 , . . . , ξ1ik , . . . , ξNik ) =
N

∏
j=1

mj
v(ξji1 , . . . , ξjik),

with mj
v ∈Mβv

j
for βv

j > 0. Let D be the collection of maps defined in (1.19), satisfying conditions (i) and (ii).

Then for any functions f1, . . . , fn ∈ S(Rd1 × . . . ×RdN ), we have

∥TG(f1, . . . , fn)∥r⃗ ≲ ∑
δ1⊗...⊗δN ∈DN

n

∏
l=1

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
. . .D

δ−1N (l)

(N)
fl∥p⃗l

,(1.37)

provided that 1 < p11, . . . , pN1 , p12, . . . , pN2 , . . . , p1n, . . . , pNn <∞, 1
n
< r1, . . . , rN <∞ satisfy component-wise the Hölder

condition
1

r⃗
= 1

p⃗1
+ . . . +

1

p⃗n
.

Although we expect the non-tensorized equivalent result to remain true in all its generality, that will be analyzed
in an upcoming paper. For now we only examine the depth-1 result:

12It should be clear from the context what is the space of variables a symbol m ∈ Mβ acts on. Especially for flags, it will be more

convenient to leave this implicit, since the number of variables depends on each vertex of the rooted tree.
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Theorem 1.5. If β1, . . . , βN > 0 and m ∈Mβ1,...,βN
is an N -parameter Mikhlin symbol satisfying (1.35), then the

associated multiplier Tm satisfies

∥Tm(f1, . . . , fn)∥Lr⃗ ≲ ∑
σ1

1
,...,σN

n ∈{0,1}

σ
j
1
+...+σj

n=1

n

∏
l=1

∥Dσ
1

l β1

(1)
. . .D

σ
N
l βN

(N)
fl∥p⃗l

,

for any 1 < p11, . . . , pN1 , p12, . . . , pN2 , . . . , p1n, . . . , pNn <∞, 1
n
< r1, . . . , rN < ∞ such that component-wise the following

Hölder condition holds
1

r⃗
= 1

p⃗1
+ . . . +

1

p⃗n
.

We notice that the symbol does not have to obey the symmetry in (1.36); in fact, we also obtain Leibniz-type
estimates for multipliers associated to asymmetric Mikhlin symbols, as long as they tensorize. One such example
is

TG1⊗G2(f1, f2, f3, f4, f5)(x, y)
∶=∫

R6

m1(ξ1, ξ2, ξ3, ξ4, ξ5)m2(ξ1, ξ2)m3(ξ3, ξ4, ξ5)m4(ξ3, ξ4)m̃1(η1, η2, η3, η4, η5)m̃2(η1, η3)m̃3(η2, η4)
5

∏
l=1

f̂l(ξl, ηl)e2πi(x,y)⋅(ξ1+ξ2+ξ3+ξ4+ξ5,η1+η2+η3+η4+η5)dξdη,(1.38)

which can be perceived as an extension of (1.31) in the off-diagonal regions.
The following theorem gives a general formulation on the boundedness of multipliers associated to tensorized

asymmetric Mikhlin symbols:

Theorem 1.6. Let TG1⊗...⊗GN denote the n-linear operator associated to Gj for 1 ≤ j ≤ N such that each Gj denotes
the frequency tree for the j-th parameter. Suppose that every vertex vj ∈ Vj is associated to a symbol mj

vj
∈M

β
vj

j

with β
vj
v > 0. Let D(Vj) be the collection of maps δj ∶ Vj → {1, . . . , n} defined in (1.19), satisfying conditions (i)

and (ii). Then for any f1, . . . , fn ∈ S(Rd1 × . . . ×RdN ),
∥TG1⊗...⊗GN (f1, . . . , fn)∥r⃗ ≲ ∑

δ1⊗...⊗δN ∈D(V1)×...×D(VN)

n

∏
l=1

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
. . .D

δ−1N (l)

(N)
fl∥p⃗l

,

for any 1 < p11, . . . , pN1 , p12, . . . , pN2 , . . . , p1n, . . . , pNn < ∞, 1
n
< r1, . . . , rN < ∞ satisfying component-wise the Hölder

condition
1

r⃗
= 1

p⃗1
+ . . . +

1

p⃗n
.

Finally, the same type of reasoning allows us also to reprove smoothing properties of n-linear Mikhlin multipliers
associated to a symbol of negative order, in the mixed-norm multi-parameter setting. Our prototypical example
consists of the n-linear N -parameter fractional integral operator, whose frequency symbol is given by

(∣ξ11 ∣2 + . . . ∣ξ1n∣2)−
ν1
2 . . . (∣ξN1 ∣2 + . . . + ∣ξNn ∣2)−

νN
2 ,

for 0 ≤ νj ≤ ndj , for 1 ≤ j ≤ N . This is motivated by the works of Hart-Torres-Wu [10] and Yang-Liu-Wu [19],
where smoothing properties for less regular multipliers are studied in the mixed-norm and respectively in the
bi-parameter setting. More concrete statements and sketches of proofs will be detailed in Section 6.2.

Although the smoothing properties and the results in Theorem 1.5 are not new, our intention here is to illustrate
that a careful, quantitative scale-by-scale analysis (which includes improved estimates thanks to the introduction
of certain commutators) offers and alternative route to proving them. We will elaborate on this method in the
next section, as well as in Section 2.2.

1.2. Strategy. We provide an overview of our methodology and draw a comparison with the approach based on
Coifman-Meyer multipliers. For the sake of simplicity, we will focus on dimension one but the discussion can be
easily extended to higher dimensions.

To gain some intuition of the Leibniz rules described in Theorem 1.1, we observe that the derivatives capture a
function’s oscillation rate, and that can be understood through the Fourier transform. Because of (1.27) and an
observation that goes back to Bony [3], it is natural to decompose the frequency space into regions

R̃l ∶= {(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∶ ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξn∣ ∼ ∣ξl∣},
since in that case we expect to have Dβ((f1 ⋅ . . . ⋅ fn) ∣R̃j

) ∼ f1 ⋅ . . . fl−1 ⋅ (Dβfl) ⋅ fl+1 ⋅ . . . ⋅ fn.
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Indeed, if we restrict our attention to the region13 R1 ∶= {(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∶ ∣ξ1∣≫ ∣ξ2∣, . . . , ∣ξn∣}, we have that

∣ξ1 + . . . + ξn∣β

f̂1(ξ1) f̂2(ξ2) . . .
f̂n(ξn)

∼

∣ξ1∣β f̂1(ξ1) f̂2(ξ2) . . .
f̂n(ξn)

and if χ̃R1
is a smooth function adapted to the region R1, then

∣ξ1 + . . . + ξn∣β ⋅ χ̃R1
(ξ1, . . . , ξn) =m(ξ1, . . . , ξn)∣ξ1∣β ⋅ χ̃R1

(ξ1, . . . , ξn),
where

m(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∶= ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξn∣
β

∣ξ1∣β ⋅ χ̃R1
(ξ1, . . . , ξn).

Now the key point is to notice that m(ξ1, . . . , ξn) is a classical multilinear Mikhlin symbol: it is only singular
at ξ1 = ξ2 = . . . = ξn = 0 (in the region R1, ∣ξ1∣ = 0 is equivalent to (ξ1, . . . , ξn) = 0), and it decays fast away from
the origin. So once the functions f1, . . . , fn are jointly restricted in frequency to the region R1,

Dβ(f1, f2, . . . , fn) = Tm(Dβf1, f2, . . . , fn).
This is, in short,14 how the boundedness of Coifman-Meyer multipliers (associated to Mikhlin symbols) imply
Leibniz-type estimates such as (1.4), (1.8), (1.10), (1.11), etc. Of course, this excludes certain endpoints.

On the other hand, the methodology that we rely on are commutators – originally introduced by Bourgain and
Li [4] – which manage to capture a certain cancellation between different scales. To start with, we write R1 as

(1.39) R1 ∶= ⋃
k1≫k2,...,kn∈Z

Rk1,k2,...,kn
∶= ⋃

k1≫k2,...,kn

{(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∶ ∣ξl∣ ∼ 2kl for 1 ≤ l ≤ n}
and notice that on R1,

(1.40) ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξn∣β = ∣ξ1∣β + (∣ξ1 + . . . + ξn∣β − ∣ξ1∣β).
The first term on the right hand side of the above identity seems to be exactly what we wanted: we can indeed

replace ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξn∣β by ∣ξ1∣β ; for the second term, we notice that it becomes

(1.41)

(∫
1

0
β ∣ξ1 + t(ξ2 + . . . ξn)∣β−2(ξ1 + t(ξ2 + . . . ξn))dt)(ξ2 + . . . + ξn)

=
n

∑
l=2

(∫
1

0
β ∣ξ1 + t(ξ2 + . . . ξn)∣β−2(ξ1 + t(ξ2 + . . . ξn))dt) ⋅ ξl

∶ =
n

∑
l=2

mCβ,1,l(ξ1, ξ2 + . . . ξn).
We restrict mCβ ,1,l to the regions Rk1,kl,± defined by

Rk1,kl,+ ∶={(ξ1, . . . ξn) ∶ ξ1 ∼ 2k1 , ∣ξl∣ ∼ 2kl ≪ 2k1 , ∣ξl̃ ∣≪ 2k1 for l̃ ≠ 1, l},
Rk1,kl,− ∶={(ξ1, . . . ξn) ∶ ξ1 ∼ −2k1 , ∣ξl ∣ ∼ 2kl ≪ 2k1 , ∣ξl̃ ∣≪ 2k1 for l̃ ≠ 1, l},

which are contained in Rk1,...,kn
for k1 ≫ k2, . . . , kn, and denote by mk1,kl

Cβ ,1,l,±
the localized symbol. We notice

that T
m

k1,kl,±
Cβ,1,l

– the multilinear operator whose symbols is given precisely by mk1,kl,±
Cβ ,1,l

– satisfies

(1.42) ∥T
m

k1,kl,±
Cβ,1,l

∥Lp1×...×Lpn→Lp ≲ 2k1(β−1)2kl , for 1 ≤ p1, . . . , pn ≤∞.

This quantified interaction between different scales will allow us to sum over the scales k1 and kl, as we will see
in more detail in Section 2.2.

For flag Leibniz rules, such as Dβ(Dα(f1f2)f3Dγ(f4f5)) whose frequency tree representation appears in Figure
1(i), it is natural to restrict our attention to similar frequency regions: if

R′1 = {(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ∶ ∣ξ1∣≫ ∣ξ2∣, ∣ξ3 ∣, ∣ξ4 ∣≫ ∣ξ5∣},
13Throughout the paper, we say that two positive expressions E1 and E2 are equivalent and we write E1 ∼ E2 if there exists C > 0

so that C−1E1 ≤ E2 ≤ CE1. Correspondingly, we say that E1 is much smaller than E2 and write E1 ≪ E2 if there exists C > 0 (which
in general will be implicitly depending on the dimension, number of functions involved) so that E1 ≤ C−1E2.

14For more details, and a comparison with the Bourgain-Li approach, see Section 2.3.
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then

∣ξ1 + ξ2 + ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5∣β ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ χ̃R′
1
(ξ1, ξ2, ξ3, ξ4, ξ5) f̂1(ξ1)f̂2(ξ2)f̂3(ξ3)f̂4(ξ4)f̂5(ξ5)

= ∣ξ1 + ξ2 + ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5∣β∣ξ1∣β
∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α
∣ξ1∣α

∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ
∣ξ4∣γ χ̃R′

1
(ξ1, ξ2, ξ3, ξ4, ξ5) D̂α+βf1(ξ1)f̂2(ξ2)f̂3(ξ3)D̂γf4(ξ4)f̂5(ξ5).

This implies that the Leibniz rule is a consequence of the boundedness of the 5-linear operator associated to
the symbol

∣ξ1 + ξ2 + ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5∣β
∣ξ1∣β

∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α
∣ξ1∣α

∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ
∣ξ4∣γ χ̃R′

1
(ξ1, ξ2, ξ3, ξ4, ξ5),

which can also be represented as

(1.43) mβ(ξ1, ξ2, ξ3, ξ4, ξ5) ⋅mα(ξ1, ξ2) ⋅mγ(ξ4, ξ5),
wheremβ(ξ1, ξ2, ξ3, ξ4, ξ5),mα(ξ1, ξ2),mγ(ξ4, ξ5) are all Mikhlin multipliers when smoothly restricted to the region
R′1. Expressions such as (1.43) are prototypes of symbols associated to flag paraproducts – compare to the definition
in (1.13).

We will however choose a different path for estimating Dβ(Dα(f1f2)f3Dγ(f4f5)), which is closer to the
Bourgain-Li approach, since it will allow us to also treat the multi-parameter flag Leibniz rules. The main
steps of the strategy are:

(1) splitting of the root symbol and appearance of commutators in the off-diagonal frequency regions;
(2) Fourier series decomposition for the symbols;
(3) tensorization into frequency-localized subtrees.

In the treatment of Leibniz rules of complexity 1, Step 1 distributes the derivative to a leaf (1.40) while
for a generic flag Leibniz rule, it will pass the derivative from the root to one of its direct descendants. This,
together with the application of Step 2, allows us to reduce the estimation of the original tree to subtrees of lower
complexities, which leads to Step 3.

The same methodology can be employed to develop Leibniz-type estimates for operators associated to Mikhlin
symbols of order β for β > 0. We observe that in the region R1 given by (1.39), the condition (1.33) satisfied by
the Mikhlin symbol mβ(ξ1, . . . , ξn) can be reformulated as

∣∂γ1

ξ1
. . . ∂

γn

ξn
mβ(ξ1, . . . , ξn)∣ ≲ (∣ξ1∣ + . . . + ∣ξn∣)β−∣γ1∣−...−∣γn ∣

∼ ∣ξ1∣β−∣γ1∣−...−∣γn ∣.

Such a heuristic computation suggests that mβ(ξ1, ξ2, . . . , ξn) behaves like mβ(ξ1,0, . . . ,0) on R1. We can make
it rigorous by invoking Step 1 and introducing the commutator

mβ(ξ1,0, . . . ,0) + (mβ(ξ1, ξ2, . . . , ξn) −mβ(ξ1,0, . . . ,0))
and the scale-by-scale analysis is applicable in this setting as well.

We remark that although this strategy works for obtaining Leibniz-type estimates for Mikhlin multipliers with
symbols of strictly positive order, it fails in the case of classical Mikhlin symbols, which correspond to order zero.

To extend the methodology to the multi-parameter setting, we notice that for multipliers which are tensor
product of symbols in each parameter – such as the ones involved in Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.4 – Steps 1 and
2 can be performed independently in each parameter. Step 3 – which allows a decoupling of the rooted tree into
subtrees of lower complexities – can be attained thanks to Step 2; further computations concern the distribution
of derivatives – this is carried out independently for each parameter so that the mixed Besov and Lebesgue norms
(see Section 2.1) naturally appear.

1.3. Structure of the paper. The paper is organized as follows: in Section 2 we introduce the necessary ter-
minology and review the Bourgain-Li approach from [4], putting the accent on certain novel aspects that will be
involved in treating the mixed-norm multi-parameter generic flag Leibniz rule. In Section 3 we present a 5-linear
flag Leibniz rule, and in Section 4 its bi-parameter version; these particular examples are interesting enough to
capture the complexity of the general case, without being too technical. In Section 5 we present in detail the
inductive proof of our main Theorem 1.1 and illustrate briefly a modified induction requested by Theorem 1.2.
Finally, in Section 6 we discuss Leibniz-type estimates for generic Mikhlin multipliers of positive order (Theorem
1.3, 1.4, 1.5) and recover the smoothing properties described in Theorem 6.3.
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2. Notation and useful results

In this section we set the notation that will be used throughout the paper, and review the Bourgain-Li method
from [4].
2.1. Littlewood-Paley projections and Besov spaces.
Let N ≥ 1, and let p⃗ = (p1, . . . , pN) be an N -tuple of positive Lebesgue exponents: that is, we assume that

0 < p1, . . . , pN ≤∞. For functions on R
d1 × . . . ×RdN , we define the mixed (quasi)norm

(2.1) ∥f∥Lp⃗ = ∥f∥
L

p1

x1
L

p2

x2
...L

pN

xN

∶= (∫
Rd1

. . .∫
R

dN−1
(∫

R
dN

∣f(x1, . . . , xN−1, xN )∣pN

dxN)
pN−1

pN dxN−1)
pN−2

pN−1 . . . dx1)
1

p1

.

Whenever one of the pj is equal to ∞, the integration in the xj variable is replaced by taking the essential
supremum with respect to xj .

Then the space Lp⃗(Rd1+...+dN ) consists of all the functions defined on R
d1+...+dN , with finite ∥ ⋅ ∥Lp⃗ norm:

(2.2) Lp⃗(Rd1+...+dN ) ∶= {f ∶ Rd1+...+dN → C ∶ ∥f∥Lp⃗ <∞}.
Remark 2.1. We record a few useful properties of mixed-norm spaces:

(1) If p⃗ = (p1, . . . , pN) with 1 ≤ pj ≤∞ for all 1 ≤ j ≤ N , then ∥ ⋅ ∥Lp⃗ is a norm and Lp⃗(Rd1+...+dN ) is a Banach
space.

(2) Generally, ∥ ⋅ ∥Lp⃗ is a quasi-norm and Lp⃗(Rd1+...+dN ) is a quasi-Banach space.
(3) If τ > 0 is so that

τ ≤min (1, min
1≤j≤N

pj),
then ∥ ⋅ ∥τ

Lp⃗ is subadditive.

Throughout the paper, we make use of the classical Littlewood-Paley decompositions.15 On R
d, we start with

ϕ ∶ Rd → [0,∞) a radial function so that 0 ≤ ϕ ≤ 1, ϕ ≡ 1 on {∣ξ∣ ≤ 1}, ϕ ≡ 0 on {∣ξ∣ ≥ 2}; then we define
ψ(ξ) ∶= ϕ(ξ) − ϕ(2ξ), which is supported on {1/2 ≤ ∣ξ∣ ≤ 2}, and we obtain

∑
k∈Z

ψ(2−kξ) = 1, for all ξ ≠ 0.

Hence for any Schwartz function f ∈ S(Rd),
f̂(ξ) = ∑

k∈Z

ψ(2−kξ) f̂(ξ) for all ξ ≠ 0.

If we denote ψk(ξ) ∶= ψ(2−kξ), then the identity above reads in space as

f(x) = ∑
k∈Z

f ∗ ψ̌k(x).
For any k ∈ Z, ∆k denotes the Littlewood-Paley projection associated to the frequency region {∣ξ∣ ∼ 2k}:

f ↦∆kf ∶= f ∗ ψ̌k =F
−1(f̂ ⋅ ψk).

Then f = ∑
k∈Z

∆kf , and since the functions ψ̌k are L1-normalized,16 we have uniformly in k ∈ Z,

(2.3) ∥∆kf∥p ≤ ∥ψ̌∥1∥f∥p, for any 1 ≤ p ≤∞.
For functions on R

d1 × . . . ×RdN , we consider the multi-parameter Littlewood-Paley decomposition

f = ∑
k1,...,kN∈Z

∆
(1)
k1

∆
(2)
k2
. . .∆

(N)
kN

f,

where
(2.4)

∆
(j)
kj
f(x1, . . . , xj−1, xj , xj+1, . . . , xN ) ∶= f ∗j ψ̌kj

(x1, . . . , xN ) = ∫
R

dj
f(x1, . . . , xj−1, xj − t, xj+1, . . . , xN )ψ̌kj

(t)dt.
15Small perturbations of the base functions ϕ and ψ will not change the inherent properties of the Littlewood-Paley families

{ψ(2k ⋅)}k∈Z. These perturbations will be denoted generically ϕ̃ and ψ̃.
16That is, ∥ψ̌k∥1 = ∥ψ̌∥1 uniformly in k.
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As before in (2.3), we have ∥∆(j)
kj
f∥Lp(Rd1+...+dN ) ≲ ∥f∥Lp(Rd1+...+dN ) for any 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, and moreover, the

mixed-norm estimate

(2.5) ∥∆(j)
kj
f∥p⃗ ≲ ∥f∥p⃗

holds for any p⃗ = (p1, . . . , pN ) with 1 ≤ p1, . . . , pN ≤ ∞. This is due to the observation that, for almost every
(x1, . . . , xj),

∥∆(j)
kj
f(x1, . . . , xj−1, xj , ⋅)∥

L
pj+1
xj+1 ...L

pN

xN

≲ ∫
R

dj
∥f(x1, . . . , xj−1, xj − t, ⋅)∥

L
pj+1
xj+1 ...L

pN

xN

∣ψ̌(j)
kj
(t)∣dt,

which is nothing but a direct application of Minkowski’s integral inequality (which is appropriate since 1 ≤
p1, . . . , pN ≤ ∞). Then we use Young’s convolution inequality in the xj variable and integrate in the remain-
ing variables to obtain (2.5).

More generally,17 we obtain

∥∆(1)
k1

∆
(2)
k2
. . .∆

(N)
kN

f∥p⃗ ≲ ∥f∥p⃗, for any p⃗ = (p1, . . . , pN) with 1 ≤ p1, . . . , pN ≤∞.
Next, for any s ∈ R and any 1 ≤ p ≤∞, we introduce the homogeneous Besov norms ∥ ⋅ ∥Ḃs

p,∞
on S(Rd) as

(2.6) ∥f∥Ḃs
p,∞
∶= sup

k∈Z
2ks∥∆kf∥p.

A straightforward, but important observation is the inequality

(2.7) ∥f∥Ḃs
p,∞
≲ ∥Dsf∥p,

which holds true whenever the right hand side is finite.
Similarly, the N -parameter Besov norms of functions in S(Rd1 × . . . ×RdN ) are defined by

(2.8) ∥f∥Ḃs1

p1,∞
...Ḃ

sN

pN,∞
∶= sup

k1,...,kN

2k1s1 . . . 2kNsN ∥∆(1)
k1

∆
(2)
k2
. . .∆

(N)
kN

f∥p⃗.
One can also consider mixed Besov and Lebesgue norms: let 1 ≤ m ≤ N and i1, . . . , im ∈ {1, . . . ,N}, and

si1 , . . . , sim ∈ R; then for any function f ∈ S(Rd1 × . . . ×RdN ) → C, we define

(2.9) ∥f∥
Lp1 ...Lpi1−1 Ḃ

si1

pi1 ,∞
Lpi1+1 ...Lpi2−1 Ḃ

si2

pi2 ,∞
Lpi2+1 ...LpN ∶= sup

ki1
,...,kim

2ki1
si1 . . . 2kimsim ∥∆(i1)

ki1
∆
(i2)
ki2

. . .∆
(im)
kim

f∥p⃗.
Since

2kjsj ∥∆(j)
kj
f∥p⃗ = ∥∆̃(j)kj

D
sj
(j)
f∥p⃗ ≲ ∥Dsj

(j)
f∥p⃗,

for a slightly different Littlewood-Paley projection ∆̃
(j)
kj

having similar support properties, we deduce that in

general

∥f∥
Lp1 ...Lpi1−1 Ḃ

si1

pi1 ,∞
Lpi1+1 ...Lpi2−1 Ḃ

si2

pi2 ,∞
Lpi2+1 ...LpN ≲ ∥Dsi1

(i1)
. . .D

sim
(im)

f∥p⃗,
provided all the Lebesgue indices are in the Banach regime: p⃗ = (p1, . . . , pN) with 1 ≤ p1, . . . , pN ≤∞. We will also
need a mixed-norm interpolation result: for any −∞ < s0 < s1 <∞ and any 0 ≤ θ ≤ 1 so that s ∶= θs0 + (1 − θ)s1,
(2.10) ∥f∥X1...Xj−1Ḃ

s

pj,∞
Xj+1...XN

≲ ∥f∥θ
X1...Xj−1Ḃ

s0

pj,∞
Xj+1...XN

⋅ ∥f∥1−θ
X1...Xj−1Ḃ

s1

pj,∞
Xj+1...XN

,

where the norms ∥ ⋅ ∥Xi
, for i ∈ {1, . . . ,N} ∖ {j}, denote either a Lebesgue ∥ ⋅ ∥

Lpi or a Besov ∥ ⋅ ∥
Ḃ

s̃i

pi,∞

norm. This

is a straightforward consequence of the identity 2ks = (2ks0)θ(2ks1)1−θ.
Oftentimes, this interpolation inequality will be used in the form

(2.11) ∥f∥X1...Xj−1Ḃ
ǫ

pj,∞
Xj+1...XN

≲ ∥f∥ β−ǫ
β

X1...Xj−1Ḃ
0

pj,∞
Xj+1...XN

⋅ ∥f∥ ǫ
β

X1...Xj−1Ḃ
β

pj,∞
Xj+1...XN

,

where18 0 < ǫ < β.
17This can be further extended by replacing each ∥ ⋅ ∥

Lpj (R
dj )

norm with the mixed-norm ∥ ⋅ ∥
L

p
j
1L

p
j
2 ...L

p
j
dj

, as long as all the

Lebesgue exponents are between 1 and ∞.
18In Section 6.2, the same inequality with β < ǫ < 0 will be needed.
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Before we proceed, we need to introduce a few extra operators and their properties. Recalling the definition of
∆k and ψk, we define19

(2.12) Skf(x) ∶= ∑
ℓ≪k

∆ℓf(x),
which is of the form Skf(x) = f ∗ ϕ̃k(x), where ϕ̃k(x) = 2dkϕ̃(2kx). As a consequence,

∥Skf∥p ≲ ∥f∥p for all 1 ≤ p ≤∞,
uniformly in k ∈ Z. Similarly, ∆≤kf ∶= ∑ℓ≤k f satisfies

∥∆≤kf∥p ≲ ∥f∥p for all 1 ≤ p ≤∞ and for all k ∈ Z.
On the other hand,

(2.13) ∆≻kf(x) ∶= ∑
ℓ≻k

∆ℓf(x) = ∑
ℓ≥k−c

∆ℓf(x),
and since ∆≻kf(x) + Skf(x) = f(x), we again have

(2.14) ∥∆≻kf∥p ≲ ∥f∥p for all 1 ≤ p ≤∞,
uniformly in k ∈ Z.

For functions on R, we also define the directional projection operators

(2.15) ∆k,+f(x) ∶=F
−1(f̂ ⋅ ψk,+)(x), ∆k,−f(x) ∶=F

−1(f̂ ⋅ ψk,−)(x)
where ψk,+(ξ) ∶= ψk(ξ)χ{ξ≥0} and ψk,−(ξ) ∶= ψk(ξ)χ{ξ<0}. In dimension one, the region {∣ξ∣ ∼ 2k} naturally splits

into two intervals, namely {ξ ∼ 2k} and {ξ ∼ −2k}, which justifies the notion of “directional” projection. We

observe that ∆k,+f = ∆̃k,+∆kf for ∆̃k,+ associated to ψ̃k,+, a function which is ≡ 1 on {2k−1 ≤ ξ ≤ 2k+1} (similarly

for ∆k,−f = ∆̃k,−∆kf), so that

(2.16) ∥∆k,+f∥p, ∥∆k,−f∥p ≲ ∥∆kf∥p ≲ ∥f∥p for all 1 ≤ p ≤∞.
All these definitions can be reformulated as Fourier projections onto the jth coordinate:

S
(j)
kj
f(x) ∶= ∑

ℓ≪kj

∆
(j)
ℓ
f(x), and ∆

(j)
≻kj
f(x) ∶= ∑

ℓ>kj−c

∆
(j)
ℓ
f(x).(2.17)

For any function f ∈ S(RN), we define the directional projection operator on the j-th parameter by

∆
(j)
kj ,±

f(x1, . . . , xj−1, xj , xj+1, . . . , xN ) =∫
R

dj
f(x1, . . . , xj−1, xj − t, xj+1, . . . , xN )ψ̌kj ,±(t)dt.

As before, for any p⃗ = (p1, . . . , pN) with 1 ≤ p1, . . . , pN ≤∞,

∥S(j)
kj
f∥p⃗, ∥∆(j)≻kj

f∥p⃗ ≲ ∥f∥p⃗ and ∥∆(j)
kj ,+

f∥p⃗, ∥∆(j)kj ,−
f∥p⃗ ≲ ∥∆(j)kj

f∥p⃗ ≲ ∥f∥p⃗.
The Fourier series decomposition, which plays an important role in tensorizing the operator associated to

a flag Leibniz rule into subtrees of lower complexity, will introduce certain modulations, which are however

inconsequential: if P
(j)
k

is any of the projections ∆
(j)
k

, S
(j)
k

or directional projections ∆
(j)
k,+

, ∆
(j)
k,−

(so that P
(j)
k

can

also written as a convolution with the function 2kdj φ̌(2kxj)), then for any a ∈ Rdj , P
(j)
k,a

denotes

(2.18)

P
(j)
k,a
f(x1, . . . , xj−1, xj , xj+1, . . . , xN ) ∶= ∫

R
dj
φ(2−kξj)e2πia⋅

ξj

2k (F (j)f)(x1, . . . , xj−1, ξj , xj+1, . . . , xN )e2πixj ⋅ξjdξj .

But P
(j)
k,a
f is simply the convolution in the jth coordinate between f and φ̌k, evaluated at xj + a

2k
:

P
(j)
k,a
f(x1, . . . , xj , . . . , xN) = f ∗j φ̌k(x1, . . . , xj + a

2k
, . . . , xN ).

Due to the trivial identity ∥P (j)
k,a
f∥p⃗ = ∥P (j)k

f∥p⃗, we deduce

(2.19) ∥S(j)
kj ,a

f∥p⃗ ≲ ∥f∥p⃗ and ∥∆(j)
kj ,a

f∥p⃗, ∥∆(j)kj ,+,a
f∥p⃗, ∥∆(j)kj ,−,a

f∥p⃗ ≲ ∥∆(j)kj
f∥p⃗ ≲ ∥f∥p⃗,

for any p⃗ = (p1, . . . , pN) with 1 ≤ p1, . . . , pN ≤∞.

19In what follows, we want to make sure that the scale 2ℓ is much smaller than 2k: 2ℓ ≪ 2k; this translates into assuming the
existence of c > 0 large enough (depending implicitly on the dimension, the number of functions involved, etc) so that ℓ ≤ k − c.

Moreover, when 2ℓ È 2k (so that ℓ > k − c), we write 2ℓ ≻ 2k or equivalently ℓ ≻ k.
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2.2. A review of the Bourgain-Li approach.
Here we present in dimension one20 some elements of the Bourgain-Li proof of the bilinear Leibniz rule

∥Dα(fg)∥Lp ≲ ∥Dαf∥Lp1 ∥g∥Lp2 + ∥f∥Lp1∥Dαg∥Lp2(2.20)

where 1 ≤ p1, p2 ≤ ∞, 1
1+α
< p ≤ ∞, 1

p1

+ 1
p2

= 1
p
, and α ≥ 0. Due to the introduction of “commutators”, the

use of Coifman-Meyer multipliers can be completely avoided, thus extending the range of Leibniz rules beyond
that of Coifman-Meyer multipliers. In distinction to [4], here we quantify the improvement produced by the
commutator terms as an interaction between different scales, which in turn requires a suitable double Fourier
series decomposition.

We start with Littlewood-Paley decompositions for the functions f and g

f = ∑
k∈Z

∆kf, g = ∑
ℓ∈Z

∆ℓg,

so that Dα(fg) becomes

(2.21) ∑
k,ℓ∈Z
∫
R2

∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α∆̂kf(ξ1)∆̂ℓg(ξ2)e2πix(ξ1+ξ2)dξ1dξ2.
We have several possibilities, depending whether ∣ξ1+ξ2∣ ∼ ∣ξ2∣≫ ∣ξ1∣, ∣ξ1+ξ2∣ ∼ ∣ξ1∣≫ ∣ξ2∣, or ∣ξ1∣ ∼ ∣ξ2∣ ≥ ∣ξ1+ξ2∣:

∆ℓ

∆kf ∆ℓg

i When k ≤ ℓ − 2, ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣ ∼ 2ℓ

∆k

∆kf ∆ℓg

ii When ℓ ≤ k − 2, ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣ ∼ 2k

Sℓ

∆kf ∆ℓg

iii When ∣k − ℓ∣ ≤ 2, ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣ ≤ 2ℓ

This allows us to decompose Dα(f ⋅ g) as
∑
k≪ℓ
∫
R2

∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α∆̂kf(ξ1)∆̂ℓg(ξ2)e2πix(ξ1+ξ2)dξ1dξ2
+ ∑

k≫ℓ
∫
R2

∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α∆̂kf(ξ1)∆̂ℓg(ξ2)e2πix(ξ1+ξ2)dξ1dξ2
+ ∑
∣k−ℓ∣≤2

∫
R2

∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α∆̂kf(ξ1)∆̂ℓg(ξ2)e2πix(ξ1+ξ2)dξ1dξ2 ∶= I + II + III,
as suggested by the figure below:

Dα

∆kf ∆ℓg

=
∆ℓD

α

∆kf ∆ℓg

+

∆kD
α

∆kf ∆ℓg

+

SℓD
α

∆kf ∆ℓg

.

We study each of the cases I and III by taking a closer look at the associated multiplier – this will be sufficient
since I and II are symmetric. We highlight the main steps:

(1) In treating I, we approximate
∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α = ∣ξ2∣α + “ error ”,

so that it becomes

∑
k≪ℓ
∫
R2

∣ξ2∣α∆̂kf(ξ1)∆̂ℓg(ξ2)e2πix(ξ1+ξ2)dξ1dξ2(2.22)

+ ∑
k≪ℓ
∫
R2

(∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α − ∣ξ2∣α)∆̂kf(ξ1)∆̂ℓg(ξ2)e2πix(ξ1+ξ2)dξ1dξ2(2.23)

∶= ∑
k≪ℓ

∆kf(x) ⋅ (∆ℓD
αg)(x) + ∑

k≪ℓ

[Dα,∆kf]∆ℓg(x).(2.24)

The term [Dα,∆kf]∆ℓg(x) represents a commutator ; we will see that it behaves better than the initial
Dα(∆kf ⋅∆ℓg), in a way that can be expressed quantitatively.

20This assumption allows for a simplification of the notations, without restricting the method’s generality – see Remark 2.4.
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(2) In estimating the first part, it is convenient to switch the order of summation, which produces

∑
k,ℓ

∆kf(x) ⋅ (∆ℓD
αg)(x) −∑

k≻ℓ

∆kf(x) ⋅ (∆ℓD
αg)(x)

=f(x) ⋅Dαg(x) −∑
k≻ℓ

∆kf(x) ⋅ (∆ℓD
αg)(x).

(3) With this, I is converted into

I = f(x) ⋅Dαg(x) −∑
k≻ℓ

∆kf(x) ⋅ (∆ℓD
αg)(x) + ∑

k≪ℓ

[Dα,∆kf]∆ℓg(x)
∶= f(x) ⋅Dαg(x) − IA + IB .

(4) The term III reduces essentially to

∑
ℓ∈Z
∫
R2

∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α∆̂ℓf(ξ1)∆̂ℓg(ξ2)e2πix(ξ1+ξ2)dξ1dξ2.
Next, we claim that it is sufficient to have precise estimates for the corresponding bilinear operators, with scales

k and ℓ fixed.

Lemma 2.2. Let 1 ≤ p1, p2 ≤∞, 1
2
≤ p ≤∞ satisfy 1

p1

+ 1
p2

= 1
p
, and k, ℓ ∈ Z. Then we have

(2.25) ∥∆kf ⋅ (∆ℓD
αg)∥p ≲ 2ℓα∥∆kf∥p1

∥∆ℓg∥p2
.

If k ≪ ℓ,

(2.26) ∥[Dα,∆kf]∆ℓg∥p ≲ 2(α−1)ℓ2k∥∆kf∥p1
∥∆ℓg∥p2

and

(2.27) ∥Dα (Sℓf∆ℓg)∥p ≲ 2ℓα∥Sℓf∥p1
∥∆ℓg∥p2

.

Under the additional assumption that 1
α+1
< p ≤ ∞,

(2.28) ∥Dα(∆ℓf ⋅∆ℓg)∥p ≲ 2ℓα∥∆ℓf∥p1
∥∆ℓg∥p2

.

Now we show how the fixed-scale estimates listed above allow us to control the terms I and III, and thus prove
(2.20). Once that concluded, we will return to the proof of Lemma 2.2, since it allows to illustrate some of the
main ideas needed for dealing with the more general Theorem 1.1.

Proof of the Leibniz rule (2.20) assuming Lemma 2.2. We let τ ≤min(1, p) so that ∥ ⋅ ∥τ
Lp⃗ is subadditive.

● estimating III:

Using (2.28) of Lemma 2.2 and the Besov norms definitions (2.6), we have for 1
1+α
< p ≤∞ and τ ≤min(1, p):

∥III∥τp ≲∑
ℓ∈Z

2ℓατ∥∆ℓf∥τp1
∥∆ℓg∥τp2

≲∑
ℓ∈Z

min (2ℓατ∥f∥τ
Ḃ0

p1,∞
∥g∥τ

Ḃ0
p2,∞

,2−ℓατ∥f∥τ
Ḃα

p1,∞
∥g∥τ

Ḃα
p2,∞
).

Optimizing in ℓ, it is not difficult to see that

∥III∥p ≲ ∥f∥ 1

2

Ḃα
p1,∞
∥g∥ 1

2

Ḃα
p2,∞
∥f∥ 1

2

Ḃ0
p1,∞
∥g∥ 1

2

Ḃ0
p2,∞

≲ ∥Dαf∥Lp1 ∥g∥Lp2 + ∥f∥Lp1∥Dαg∥Lp2 .

● estimating IA:

For any k, ℓ ∈ Z and 0 < ǫ < α we have, as a consequence of (2.25), the following two inequalities:

∥∆kf ⋅ (∆ℓD
αg)∥p ≲ 2ℓα∥∆kf∥p1

∥∆ℓg∥p2
≲ 2ℓα∥f∥Ḃ0

p1,∞
∥g∥Ḃ0

p2,∞
(2.29)

∥∆kf ⋅ (∆ℓD
αg)∥p ≲ 2−kα2ℓ(α−ǫ)(2kα∥∆kf∥p1

) (2ℓǫ∥∆ℓg∥p2
) ≲ 2−kα2ℓ(α−ǫ)∥f∥Ḃα

p1,∞
∥g∥Ḃǫ

p2,∞
.(2.30)

If we raise them to the power τ ≤min(1, p) and sum over ℓ with k ≻ ℓ, we obtain

∥IA∥τp ≲ ∑
k∈Z

min (2kατ ∥f∥τ
Ḃ0

p1,∞
∥g∥τ

Ḃ0
p2,∞

,2−kǫτ ∥f∥τ
Ḃα

p1,∞
∥g∥τ

Ḃǫ
p2,∞
).

Optimizing over k ∈ Z, we have as before

∥IA∥τp ≲ (∥f∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥g∥τ

Ḃ0
p2,∞
) ǫ

α+ǫ (∥f∥τ
Ḃα

p1,∞
∥g∥τ

Ḃǫ
p2,∞
) α

α+ǫ .
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Using the interpolation of Besov norms mentioned earlier in (2.11), we deduce

∥IA∥τp ≲ ∥f∥
α

α+ǫ τ

Ḃα
p1,∞
∥g∥ ǫ

α+ǫ τ

Ḃα
p2,∞
∥f∥ ǫ

α+ǫ τ

Ḃ0
p1,∞
∥g∥ α

α+ǫ τ

Ḃ0
p2,∞
≲ (∥Dαf∥Lp1∥g∥Lp2 + ∥f∥Lp1∥Dαg∥Lp2)τ .

● estimating IB :

Due to (2.26), IB is similar to IA. We start by noticing that, for k ≪ ℓ fixed,

(2.31) ∥[Dα,∆kf]∆ℓg∥τp ≲ 2(α−1)ℓτ2kτ∥f∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥g∥τ

Ḃ0
p2,∞

and on the other hand, if 0 < ǫ <min(α,1),
∥[Dα,∆kf]∆ℓg∥τp ≲ 2−ℓτ2k(1−ǫ)τ2kǫτ∥∆kf∥τp1

2ℓατ∥∆ℓg∥τp2

≲ 2−ℓτ2k(1−ǫ)τ∥f∥τ
Ḃǫ

p1,∞
∥g∥τ

Ḃα
p2,∞

.(2.32)

Combining (2.31) and (2.32) for ℓ fixed, and summing over k ≪ ℓ, we obtain

(2.33) ∑
k∶k≪ℓ

∥[Dα,∆kf]∆ℓg∥τp ≲min (2αℓτ∥f∥τ
Ḃ0

p1,∞
∥g∥τ

Ḃ0
p2,∞

,2−ǫℓτ∥f∥τ
Ḃǫ

p1,∞
∥g∥τ

Ḃα
p2,∞
).

Now the summation in ℓ is straightforward:

∥IB∥τp ≲∑
ℓ∈Z

min (2αℓτ∥f∥τ
Ḃ0

p1,∞
∥g∥τ

Ḃ0
p2,∞

,2−ǫℓτ∥f∥τ
Ḃǫ

p1,∞
∥g∥τ

Ḃα
p2,∞
)

≲ (∥f∥Ḃ0
p1,∞
∥g∥Ḃ0

p2,∞
) τǫ

α+ǫ (∥f∥Ḃǫ
p1,∞
∥g∥Ḃα

p2,∞
) τα

α+ǫ .

Using again the interpolation of Besov norms from (2.11), we deduce

(2.34) ∥IB∥τp ≲ ∥f∥
ǫ

α+ǫ τ

Ḃα
p1,∞
∥g∥ α

α+ǫ τ

Ḃα
p2,∞
∥f∥ α

α+ǫ τ

Ḃ0
p1,∞
∥g∥ ǫ

α+ǫ τ

Ḃ0
p2,∞
≲ (∥Dαf∥Lp1 ∥g∥Lp2 + ∥f∥Lp1∥Dαg∥Lp2 )τ .

Finally, due to a trivial application of Hölder’s inequality (∥f ⋅Dαg∥p ≲ ∥f∥p1
⋅ ∥Dαg∥p2

), the Leibniz rule (2.20)
follows. �

The proof above illustrates the main principle of our paper: in order to estimate multilinear operators associated
to a symbol of positive order, it is sufficient to obtain quantitative estimates for the associated Littlewood-Paley
pieces. We return now to the proof of (2.25)-(2.28).

Proof of Lemma 2.2. The inequality (2.25) is a direct consequence of Hölder’s inequality, and (2.27) can be derived
from (2.22) and (2.26) in a straightforward manner. So our main focus will be proving (2.28) and (2.26). For
this, we appropriately use Fourier series decompositions for the localized symbols – our approach (see 1.2) for
proving Theorem 1.1 will also rely on Fourier series decompositions, but in that setting they will allow us to easily
tensorize the flag paraproduct into simpler object – see also Remark 2.3.

(1) Fourier series decomposition for the “diagonal” term

Written in frequency, Dα(∆ℓf ⋅∆ℓg)(x) becomes

∫
R2

∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α∆̂ℓf(ξ1)∆̂ℓg(ξ2)e2πix(ξ1+ξ2)dξ1dξ2
=∫

R2

∣ξ1 + ξ2∣αφ(2−ℓ(ξ1 + ξ2))∆̂ℓf(ξ1)∆̂ℓg(ξ2)e2πix(ξ1+ξ2)dξ1dξ2,
where φ is a smooth, radial function that is equal to 1 on a neighborhood of {∣ζ ∣ ≤ 4} and is supported on
{∣ζ ∣ ≤ 8}. We proceed with the Fourier series decomposition of ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣αφ(2−ℓ(ξ1 + ξ2)) on [−2ℓ+3,2ℓ+3]. If we
denote ζ = ξ1 + ξ2, we have

(2.35) ∣ζ ∣αφ(2−ℓζ) = ∑̃
L∈Z

Cℓ

L̃
e
2πi L̃

2ℓ+4
ζ
,

where

Cℓ

L̃
= C̃ 1

2ℓ+4
∫
[−2ℓ+3,2ℓ+3]

∣ζ′∣αφ(2−ℓζ′) e−2πi L̃

2ℓ+4
ζ
′

dζ′ = 2ℓαC̃ ∫
[−8,8]

∣ζ′∣αφ(ζ′) e −2πiL̃ζ′

24 dζ′

∶= 2ℓαCL̃.
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Because we are integrating ∣ζ ∣α close to the origin, the coefficients CL̃ only have limited decay (see [8,
Lemma 1]):

(2.36) ∣CL̃∣ ≲ 1

(1 + ∣L̃∣)1+α .
This means that we can express Dα(∆ℓf ⋅∆ℓg) as

Dα(∆ℓf ⋅∆ℓg)(x) = ∑̃
L∈Z

2ℓαCL̃
(∆

ℓ, L̃

2ℓ

f)(x)(∆
ℓ, L̃

2ℓ

g)(x).(2.37)

And this implies, for 1
1+α
< τ ≤min(1, p),

∥Dα(∆ℓf ⋅∆ℓg)∥τp ≲ ∑̃
L

2ℓατCτ

L̃
∥∆

ℓ, L̃

2ℓ

f∥τp1
∥∆

ℓ, L̃

2ℓ

g∥τp2
≲ 2ℓατ ∥∆ℓf∥τp1

∥∆ℓg∥τp2
.

(2) Fourier series decomposition for the commutator symbol

Now k ≪ ℓ are fixed and the commutator [Dα,∆kf]∆ℓg is given by

∫
R2

(∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α − ∣ξ2∣α)∆̂kf(ξ1)∆̂ℓg(ξ2)e2πix(ξ1+ξ2)dξ1dξ2(2.38)

=2k ∫
R2

∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α − ∣ξ2∣α
ξ1

˜̃
ψk(ξ1)∆̂kf(ξ1)∆̂ℓg(ξ2)e2πix(ξ1+ξ2)dξ1dξ2,

with ˜̃
ψk(ξ1) = ξ1

2k
ψ̃k(ξ1), and ψ̃k(ξ1) ≡ 1 on the support of ψk(ξ1).

We let

(2.39) mCα
(ξ2, ξ1) ∶= ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣

α − ∣ξ2∣α
ξ1

= α∫
1

0
∣ξ2 + tξ1∣α−2(ξ2 + tξ1)dt

denote21 the symbol measuring the average contribution of the commutator, localized to the cone R2 ∶=
{(ξ1, ξ2) ∶ ∣ξ1∣≪ ∣ξ2∣}. Since k ≪ ℓ, we can further (smoothly) localize it to the region {∣ξ1∣≪ 2ℓ, ∣ξ2∣ ∼ 2ℓ}:

(2.40) mℓ
Cα
(ξ2, ξ1) =mCα

(ξ2, ξ1)ϕ̃ℓ(ξ1)ψ̃ℓ(ξ2).
In view of the fact that we want to use a Fourier series decomposition in both the variables ξ1 and ξ2, m

ℓ
Cα

will be split as

(2.41) mℓ
Cα
(ξ2, ξ1) =mℓ,+

Cα
(ξ2, ξ1) +mℓ,−

Cα
(ξ2, ξ1),

where

(2.42) m
ℓ,+
Cα
(ξ2, ξ1) ∶=mCα

(ξ2, ξ1)ϕ̃ℓ(ξ1)ψ̃+ℓ (ξ2), m
ℓ,−
Cα
(ξ2, ξ1) ∶=mCα

(ξ2, ξ1)ϕ̃ℓ(ξ1)ψ̃−ℓ (ξ2).
Here ψ̃+ℓ is a bump function compactly supported on [2ℓ−2,2ℓ+2], ψ̃−ℓ a bump function compactly supported on

[−2ℓ+2,−2ℓ−2], and ϕ̃ℓ on [−2ℓ−3,2ℓ−3]. Overall we have

[Dα,∆kf]∆ℓg(x) = 2k ∫
R2

m
ℓ,+
Cα
(ξ2, ξ1) ˜̃ψk(ξ1)∆̂kf(ξ1)∆̂ℓ,+g(ξ2)e2πix(ξ1+ξ2)dξ1dξ2(2.43)

+ 2k ∫
R2

m
ℓ,−
Cα
(ξ2, ξ1) ˜̃ψk(ξ1)∆̂kf(ξ1)∆̂ℓ,−g(ξ2)e2πix(ξ1+ξ2)dξ1dξ2.

We can now perform a Fourier series decomposition of mℓ,+
Cα
(ξ2, ξ1) on [2ℓ−2,2ℓ+2]×[−2ℓ−3,2ℓ−3]. Notice that

this is a double Fourier series expansion, involving both variables ξ1 and ξ2. Indeed, we obtain

m
ℓ,+
Cα
(ξ2, ξ1) = ∑

L1,L2∈Z

C
ℓ,+
L1,L2

e
2πi

L1

2ℓ−2
ξ1e

2πi
L2

2ℓ+2
ξ2 ,

where the Fourier coefficients are described by

C
ℓ,+
L1,L2

= C̃ 1

2ℓ 2ℓ
∫
[−2ℓ−3,2ℓ−3]×[2ℓ−2,2ℓ+2]

∫
1

0
(ξ′2 + tξ′1)α−1dt e−2πi

L1

2ℓ−2
ξ′
1e
−2πi

L2

2ℓ+2
ξ′
2dξ′1 dξ

′
2

= 2ℓ(α−1)C̃ ∫
[− 1

8
, 1
8
]×[ 1

4
,4]
∫

1

0
(ξ′2 + tξ′1)α−1dt e−2πi4L1ξ

′
1e−2πi

L2

4
ξ′
2dξ′1 dξ

′
2

∶= 2ℓ(α−1)C+L1,L2
.

21The symbol mCα(ξ2, ξ1), associated to the region {∣ξ1∣ ≪ ∣ξ2∣}, is central in the commutator’s analysis. On the contrary, if we

restrict our attention to the cone {∣ξ2∣≪ ∣ξ1∣}, we need to study the behavior of mCα(ξ1, ξ2) defined by
∣ξ1+ξ2 ∣

α−∣ξ1 ∣
α

ξ2
.
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Similarly, a double Fourier series decomposition can be applied tomℓ,−
Cα
(ξ2, ξ1) on [−2ℓ+2,−2ℓ−2]×[−2ℓ−3,2ℓ−3]

so that

m
ℓ,−
Cα
(ξ2, ξ1) = ∑

L1,L2∈Z

C
ℓ,−
L1,L2

e
2πi

L1

2ℓ−2
ξ1e

2πi
L2

2ℓ+2
ξ2 ,

where the Fourier coefficients can be expressed as

C
ℓ,−
L1,L2

= 2ℓ(α−1)C̃ ∫
[− 1

8
, 1
8
]×[−4,− 1

4
]
∫

1

0
(ξ′2 + tξ′1)α−1dt e−2πi4L1ξ

′
1e−2πi

L2

4
ξ′
2dξ′1 dξ

′
2 ∶= 2ℓ(α−1)C−L1,L2

.

A straightforward, but important observation is the fact that the new coefficients C+L1,L2
and C−L1,L2

do

not depend on the parameter ℓ; moreover, due to the fact that ∫ 1

0 (ξ′2 + tξ′1)α−1dt is smooth for (ξ′2, ξ′1) ∈[1
4
,4] × [− 1

8
, 1
8
] ∪ [−4,− 1

4
] × [− 1

8
, 1
8
], we also deduce their fast decay:

∣C+L1,L2
∣, ∣C−L1,L2

∣ ≲M 1

(1 + ∣L1∣ + ∣L2∣)M ,(2.44)

for any M > 0.
Recalling (2.43), [Dα,∆kf]∆ℓg becomes

(2.45)

∑
L1,L2

C+L1,L2
2ℓ(α−1)2k( ˜̃∆

k,
L1

2ℓ−3
∆kf)(x)(∆̃ℓ,+,

L2

2ℓ+2
∆ℓg)(x)

+ ∑
L1,L2

C−L1,L2
2ℓ(α−1)2k( ˜̃∆

k,
L1

2ℓ−3
∆kf)(x)(∆̃ℓ,−,

L2

2ℓ+2
∆ℓg)(x) = I+ + I−.

In other words, the commutator [Dα,∆kf]∆ℓg emerges as a superposition of products of modulated Littlewood-

Paley projections, times 2ℓ(α−1)2k.
So if τ ≤min(1, p),

(2.46)

∥I±∥τp ≲ ∑
L1,L2

∣C±L1,L2
∣τ2ℓ(α−1)τ2kτ ∥ ˜̃∆

k,
L1

2ℓ−3
∆kf∥τp1

∥∆̃
ℓ,±,

L2

2ℓ+2
∆ℓg∥τp2

≲ ∑
L1,L2

∣C±L1,L2
∣τ2ℓ(α−1)τ2kτ∥∆kf∥τp1

∥∆ℓg∥τp2
.

The fast decay of the C±L1,L2
coefficients from (2.44) and the estimate (2.16) imply (2.26).

Following the same ideas, one can provide a direct proof for (2.27) without invoking the commutator estimate
(2.26). For example, one can perform a double Fourier series decomposition for the smooth function

∣ξ1 + ξ2∣αϕ̃ℓ(ξ1)ψ̃ℓ,±(ξ2)
on [−2ℓ−3,2ℓ−3] × [2ℓ−2,2ℓ+2] and [−2ℓ−3,2ℓ−3] × [−2ℓ+2,−2ℓ−2] respectively.

�

Remark 2.3. We would like to draw attention to a certain component in the above argument: the Fourier series
decomposition (2.45) (and its consequence (2.46)) will be as important as the localized estimates (2.26) in the
treatment of generic flags. More concretely, ∥∆kf∥p1

can be replaced by ∥Dα(∆kf1 ⋅ Skf2)∥t with t > 0 (possibly

t < 1) in the study of a flag Dβ(Dα(∆kf1 ⋅ Skf2)∆ℓg). The Fourier series decomposition reduces the original
estimate to superpositions of subtree estimates, thus tensorizing a generic flag into flags of lower complexity.
However, quantitative estimates in the spirit of (2.26) for ∥Dα(∆kf1 ⋅Skf2)∥t will be needed in order to conclude
by summing up the scales k and ℓ, as before.

Remark 2.4. (1) In higher dimensions, when ξ1, ξ2 ∈ Rd, we cannot use (2.39) anymore; instead, we need to directly
handle

(2.47) ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α − ∣ξ2∣α = ∫
1

0
ξ1 ⋅ (tξ1 + ξ2)∣tξ1 + ξ2∣α−2dt.

in the off-diagonal region {(ξ1, ξ2) ∈ R2d ∶ ∣ξ2∣≫ ∣ξ1∣}. So when we want to estimate

(2.48) ∫
R2d
(∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α − ∣ξ2∣α)∆̂kf(ξ1)∆̂ℓg(ξ2)e2πix⋅(ξ1+ξ2)dξ1dξ2,

under the assumption that ∣ξ1∣ ∼ 2k ≪ 2ℓ ∼ ∣ξ2∣, and perform a double Fourier series decomposition for

(∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α − ∣ξ2∣α)ψ̃k(ξ1)ψ̃ℓ(ξ2),
we need to further localize the symbol above onto “Whitney boxes/rectangles” of sizes ∼ 2k × 2ℓ.
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This requires a technical (although standard) decomposition of the region {ξ ∈ Rd ∶ ξ ≠ 0} as a finite22 collection
C of directional cones; moreover, to each c ∈ C we associate a collection of Whitney cubes {Qk,c}k∈Z covering the
conical regions and having the property that

sidelength(Qk,c) ∼ 2k ∼ dist(Qk,c,0).
In this way, for any k ∈ Z, we have

ψk(ξ) = ∑
c∈C

ψ̃k,c(ξ)ψk(ξ),
which should bring back to mind the decomposition performed in (2.40)-(2.42).

So the symbol ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α − ∣ξ2∣α, initially localized through Littlewood-Paley projections ψ̃k(ξ1) and ψ̃ℓ(ξ2), now
becomes

(∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α − ∣ξ2∣α)ψ̃k(ξ1)ψ̃ℓ(ξ2) = ∑
c1,c2∈C

(∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α − ∣ξ2∣α)ψ̃k,c1(ξ1)ψ̃ℓ,c2(ξ2)ψ̃k(ξ1)ψ̃ℓ(ξ2).
We then use a double Fourier series decomposition on each Whitney rectangle Qk,c1 ×Qℓ,c2 in order to capture

the interaction between two different scales. We have

(∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α − ∣ξ2∣α)ψ̃k,c1(ξ1)ψ̃ℓ,c2(ξ2) = 2ℓ(α−1)2k ∑
L1,L2∈Zd

C
k,ℓ,c1,c2
L1,L2

e
2πi

L1

2k
ξ1e

2πi
L2

2ℓ
ξ2 ,

where
(2.49)

C
k,ℓ,c1,c2
L1,L2

= ∫
{∣ξ′

1
∣∼1}∩c1

∫
{∣ξ′

2
∣∼1}∩c2

ψ̃0,c1(ξ′1)ψ̃0,c2(ξ′2)(∫
1

0
ξ′1⋅(2k−ℓtξ′1+ξ′2)∣2k−ℓtξ′1+ξ′2∣α−2dt) e−2πiL1⋅ξ

′
1e−2πiL2⋅ξ

′
2dξ′1dξ

′
2.

In contrast to the one-dimensional case, the renormalized Fourier coefficients do depend on the scales 2k and 2ℓ.
However, since 2k−ℓ ≪ 1 and the multiplier

(2.50) ψ̃0,c1(ξ′1)ψ̃0,c2(ξ′2)∫
1

0
ξ′1 ⋅ (2k−ℓtξ′1 + ξ′2)∣2k−ℓtξ′1 + ξ′2∣α−2dt

is smooth on its support included in {(ξ′1, ξ′2) ∈ R2d ∶ ∣ξ′1∣ ∼ 1, ∣ξ′2∣ ∼ 1} ∩ c1 × c2, we do have, uniformly in k and ℓ,

(2.51) ∣Ck,ℓ,c1,c2
L1,L2

∣ ≲M 1

(1 + ∣L1∣ + ∣L2∣)M ,

for any M > 0. Indeed, this is a consequence of the uniform boundedness of the derivatives of the multiplier in
(2.50). Since the above estimate holds for any tensor product of directional cones c1 × c2 with c1, c2 ∈ C and there
are only finitely many directional cones in C, we obtain the desired estimate for (2.48).
(2) In the diagonal region {(ξ1, ξ2) ∈ R2d ∶ ∣ξ1∣ ∼ ∣ξ2∣}, ∣ξ1+ξ2∣α is not supported away from the origin, we perform a
Fourier series decomposition of ∣ξ1+ξ2∣αφℓ(ξ1+ξ2) on the cube [−2ℓ+3,2ℓ+3]d ⊆ Rd and notice that the corresponding
Fourier coefficients only have limited decay:

(2.52) ∣CL∣ ≲ 2ℓα

(1 + ∣L∣)α+d .
The way the Fourier series are being performed is the only point in the proof which is different in higher

dimensions. More precisely, the Fourier series decomposition requires a smooth localization of the symbol to
Whitney rectangles within the region {(ξ1, ξ2) ∶ ∣ξ1∣ ∼ 2k, ∣ξ2 ∣ ∼ 2ℓ}, and the renormalized Fourier coefficients do
depend on the scales k and ℓ, although they are still well-behaved thanks to (2.51). In order to avoid unnecessary
complications, in what follows we will focus on the one dimensional case.

2.3. Some contrasting aspects with the Coifman-Meyer multiplier approach.
Alternatively, one might want to use the boundedness of Coifman-Meyer multipliers to deduce the Leibniz rule

(2.20). The Littlewood-Paley decompositions f = ∑k∈Z∆kf , g = ∑ℓ∈Z∆ℓg will again be grouped into “paraprod-
ucts”, with possibly altered projections:

f(x)g(x) = ∑
k≪ℓ

∆kf(x)∆ℓg(x) + ∑
ℓ≪k

∆kf(x)∆ℓg(x) + ∑
∣k−ℓ∣≤3

∆kf(x)∆ℓg(x)

= ∑
ℓ∈Z

Sℓf(x)∆ℓg(x) +∑
k∈Z

∆kf(x)Skg(x) +∑
k∈Z

∆kf(x)∆̃kg(x).

22The numbers of cones depends on the dimension.
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Then Dα(f ⋅ g) becomes

Dα(∑
ℓ∈Z

Sℓf ⋅∆ℓg) +Dα(∑
k∈Z

∆kf ⋅ Skg) +Dα(∑
k∈Z

∆kf ⋅ ∆̃kg);
the first two terms being symmetric, it suffices to understand the first and the third one. Now we notice the
following:
(1) the first term can be expressed as

Dα(∑
ℓ∈Z

Sℓf ⋅∆ℓg) = ∫
R2

∑
ℓ∈Z

ϕ(2ℓξ)ψ(2ℓη) ∣ξ + η∣α∣η∣α f̂(ξ)D̂αg(η)e2πix(ξ+η)dξdη;
where

m1(ξ, η) ∶= ∑
ℓ∈Z

ϕ(2ℓξ)ψ(2ℓη) ∣ξ + η∣
α

∣η∣α
is a Coifman-Meyer symbol, satisfying (1.6); this is becausem1 is morally constant onWhitney cubes [−2ℓ−2,2ℓ−2]×
[2ℓ,2ℓ+1]. As a consequence,

Dα(∑
ℓ∈Z

Sℓf ⋅∆ℓg)(x) = Tm1
(f,Dαg)(x),

where Tm1
is the Coifman-Meyer multiplier associated to the Mikhlin symbol m1(ξ, η).

(2) In a similar way, thanks to (2.35), Dα(∑
k∈Z

∆kf ⋅∆̃kg) can be represented as a superposition of Coifman-Meyer-

type multipliers

Dα(∑
k∈Z

∆kf ⋅ ∆̃kg) = ∑̃
L∈Z

CL̃TmL̃
(f,Dαg),

where

mL̃(ξ, η) ∶= ∑
ℓ∈Z

ψ(2−ℓξ)e2πi L̃

2ℓ
ξ
ψ̃(2−ℓη)e2πi L̃

2ℓ
η2ℓα∣η∣−α

is a symbol singular only at the origin, but depending explicitly on L̃. Since ∥TmL̃
∥Lp1×Lp2→Lp can be shown to

depend at most logarithmically23 on 1 + ∣L̃∣ whenever 1/p1 + 1/p2 = 1/p, with 1 < p1, p2 ≤ ∞,1/2 < p < ∞, (2.20)
follows for 1 < p1, p2 ≤∞,1/2 < p <∞ such that

∑̃
L

∣CL̃∣min(1,p)

is summable, i.e. for 1
1+α
< p <∞.

We conclude with a brief comparison between the Coifman-Meyer multiplier approach and the Bourgain-Li
approach presented above in Section 2.2.

(i) the Bourgain-Li approach can deal with endpoints for which Coifman-Meyer multipliers fail to be bounded;
this was the original framework in which it was introduced – the L∞ ×L∞ → L∞ endpoint;

(ii) in the Bourgain-Li approach, which involves summation over the scales, the derivatives are allocated jointly
to the functions f and g: for small scales, both f and g get no derivatives; in contrast, for large scales f
is being attributed α derivatives and g picks up ǫ derivatives for some ǫ ∈ (0, α). Interpolation eventually
yields, for some 0 < θ < 1,

(2.53) ∥Dα(fg)−Dαf ⋅ g − f ⋅Dαg∥Lp ≲ (∥f∥Ḃα
p1,∞
∥g∥Ḃ0

p2,∞
)θ (∥f∥Ḃ0

p1,∞
∥g∥Ḃα

p2,∞
)1−θ,

which is a sharper estimate than (2.20);
(iii) in the Coifman-Meyer multiplier approach, the derivative will always be attached to the function with higher

oscillation, as one can see from the identity Dα(∑
ℓ∈Z

Sℓf ⋅∆ℓg)(x) = Tm1
(f,Dαg)(x); as a consequence, one

can obtain “off-diagonal” Lp estimates for the Leibniz rule, in the sense that (2.20) can be replaced by

∥Dα(fg)∥Lp ≲ ∥Dαf∥Lp1 ∥g∥Lp2 + ∥f∥Lq1 ∥Dαg∥Lq2 ,(2.54)

where 1
p
= 1

p1

+ 1
p2

= 1
q1
+ 1

q2
, and 1 < p1, p2, q1, q2 ≤∞, 1

2
< p <∞. Interestingly, such off-diagonal estimates

proved to be useful in certain applications – for example [11], [12].

23Indeed, the frequency modulation e2πiL̃⋅ has an L̃-shifting effect in space (at every scale) and invoking the boundedness of shifted
square functions produces the desired result; see [8] or [16].
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(iv) the Coifman-Meyer approach yields another type of improvement for the “commutator” in (2.53):

∥Dα(fg) −Dαf ⋅ g − f ⋅Dαg∥Lp ≲ ∥Dα1f∥Lp1 ∥Dα2g∥Lp2 ,

for any 0 < α1, α2 < α with α1 + α2 = α. Because of (ii) and the role played by interpolation, without
substantial modifications, the Bourgain-Li approach cannot recover such a result.

Our methodology for proving estimates for generic flag Leibniz rules and other Leibniz-type estimates can be
perceived as a generalization of the Bourgain-Li approach presented above, as hinted in Remark 2.3.

3. A five-linear flag: one-parameter case

Before dealing with the generic result, we consider a simpler example: Dβ(Dα(f1 ⋅ f2) ⋅ f3 ⋅Dγ(f4 ⋅ f5)), which
is a one-parameter version of (1.1). This will allow us to emphasize the main ideas without getting too technical.
We will assume that d = 1, although the argument remains identical in higher dimensions.

We will prove, for α,β, γ ≥ 0 that

∥Dβ(Dα(f1f2)f3Dγ(f4f5))∥Lr(3.1)

≲∥Dα+βf1∥Lp1∥f2∥Lp2 ∥f3∥Lp3 ∥Dγf4∥Lp4 ∥f5∥Lp5 + ∥f1∥Lp1 ∥Dα+βf2∥Lp2 ∥f3∥Lp3 ∥Dγf4∥Lp4 ∥f5∥Lp5

+∥Dα+βf1∥Lp1∥f2∥Lp2 ∥f3∥Lp3 ∥f4∥Lp4 ∥Dγf5∥Lp5 + other similar terms,

where 1 ≤ p1, . . . , p5 ≤∞, 1/5 ≤ r ≤∞ and

(3.2)
1

r
= 1

p1
+ . . . +

1

p5
,

1

r
< 1 + β, 1

p1,2
∶= 1

p1
+

1

p2
< 1 + α, 1

p4,5
∶= 1

p4
+

1

p5
< 1 + γ.

Whenever α,β or γ ∈ 2Z, the constraint (3.2) can be removed.
Our approach for the above Leibniz rule relies on an iterative argument that in particular makes use of frequency-

localized estimates for Dα(f1f2) and Dγ(f4f5), in the spirit of Lemma 2.2. The present proof is not as systematic
as the one in Section 5, although many elements are contained in the treatment of this particular example.

We use Littlewood-Paley projections to decompose the functions in frequency into dyadic pieces

fl = ∑
kl

∆kl
fl, for all 1 ≤ l ≤ 5,

for which the derivation becomes equivalent to multiplication: Dα(∆kl
fl) ∼ 2αkl∆kl

fl. That means that we need
to estimate

∑
k1,...,k5

∫
R5

∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β ⋅ ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α ⋅ ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ∆̂k1
f1(ξ1) ⋅ . . . ⋅ ∆̂k5

f5(ξ5)e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)dξ1 . . . dξ5.(3.3)

Dβ

Dα

∆k1
f1 ∆k2

f2

∆k3
f3

Dγ

∆k4
f4 ∆k5

f5

As explained in Sections 1.2 and 2, the frequency space will be split in various conical regions, producing in this
way the classical paraproduct decomposition. Restrictions of (3.3) to each of these regions need to be analyzed, and
we will see that the leading derivatives will be distributed among two functions: the highest oscillating functions
and an auxiliary one.

Due to the structure of the present flag, we will need to consider several conical regions in frequency:

(I) the region where f1 is the fastest oscillating function:

(3.4) R1 = {(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ∶ ∣ξ1∣≫ ∣ξ2∣, . . . , ∣ξ5 ∣}.
This region is symmetric to those where f2, f4 or f5 oscillate much faster than the remaining functions.

(II) the region

(3.5) R3 = {(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ∶ ∣ξ3∣≫ ∣ξ1∣, ∣ξ2 ∣, ∣ξ4 ∣, ∣ξ5 ∣},
where f3 is the fastest oscillating function.
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(III) “diagonal” regions

(3.6) R̃l1,l2 = {(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ∶ ∣ξl1 ∣ ∼ ∣ξl2 ∣ ≥ ∣ξl′ ∣ for l′ ≠ l1, l2},
for l1 ≠ l2. In this situation, at least two of the functions oscillate at comparable high rates, which might
cause ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β to become more singular than in the previous cases.

3.1. (I): study of the conical region R1.
In (3.3), we restrict the summation over k1 ≪ k2, . . . , k5: we are in the situation when 2k1 ∼ ∣ξ1∣≪ ∣ξl∣ ∼ 2kl for all
2 ≤ l ≤ 5. In this case,

2k1−1 < ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣ < 2k1+1,

which we write in short ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣ ∼ 2k1 .
Following the principle introduced by Bourgain and Li, in this scenario we would like to approximate ∣ξ1+. . .+ξ5∣β

by ∣ξ1∣β , and use to good advantage the better-behaving commutator ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β − ∣ξ1∣β . Since a Dα derivative
also acts on f1, we take an intermediate step in which we approximate ∣ξ1+ . . .+ξ5∣β by ∣ξ1+ξ2∣β . This is consistent
with the overall approach, since ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣ ∼ 2k1 as well. Thus the symbol corresponding to this particular Leibniz
rule, which appears in (3.3), breaks down as

∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β − ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣β
ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5

⋅ ξ3 ⋅ ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α ⋅ ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ + ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣
β − ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣β

ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5
⋅ (ξ4 + ξ5) ⋅ ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α ⋅ ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ

+
∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α+β − ∣ξ1∣α+β

ξ2
⋅ ξ2 ⋅ ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ + ∣ξ1∣α+β ⋅ ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ ∶=mIA +mIB +mIC +mID ,

which means that (3.3) restricted to the frequency region R1 (3.4) reads as

∑
k2,...,k5≪k1

TmIA
(∆k1

f1, . . . ,∆k5
f5)(x) + ∑

k2,...,k5≪k1

TmIB
(∆k1

f1, . . . ,∆k5
f5)(x)

+ ∑
k2,...,k5≪k1

TmIC
(∆k1

f1, . . . ,∆k5
f5)(x) + ∑

k2,...,k5≪k1

TmID
(∆k1

f1, . . . ,∆k5
f5)(x) ∶= IA + IB + IC + ID.

This corresponds to the first step of the strategy presented in the introduction: the splitting of the root symbol. In
Section 5, the splitting will be different: the emphasis will be put on the subtree structures obtained by removing
the tree root corresponding to Dβ . Here instead we track the root derivatives Dβ as they descend towards the
leaves represented by the functions f1, . . . , f5.

We will see that, due to the multiplier’s shape, in the study of IA the functions f1 and f3 will play a special role
and the Dβ derivatives will be shared among them; for IB , it will be f1 and one of f4 or f5 (an extra paraproduct
decomposition will be used here, which will also determine the distribution of derivatives); for IC , f1 and f2; and
finally, for ID, summing up all the scales will require a change in the order of summation.

IA) In estimating the IA term, we will only need the Littlewood-Paley information for the functions f1 and f3; as
a consequence, we can sum over k2, k4, k5 ≪ k1 and focus on the five-linear operator

T k1,k3

mIA
(f1, . . . , f5)(x) ∶= ∫

R5

∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β − ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣β
ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5

⋅ ξ3 ⋅ ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α ⋅ ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ

∆̂k1
f1(ξ1) ⋅ Ŝk1

f2(ξ2) ⋅ ∆̂k3
f3(ξ3) ⋅ Ŝk1

f4(ξ4) ⋅ Ŝk1
f5(ξ5)e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)dξ1 . . . d ξ5.

Next, we use Fourier series decompositions for the symbols involved – the second step of our strategy. For
this we need to place ourselves in a suitable situation, and in particular to smoothly restrict the symbols to
intervals where the Fourier series decomposition can be implemented.

First we look at mCβ
(ξ1 + ξ2, ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5) which, according to definition (2.39), consists of

∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β − ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣β
ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5

= β ∫
1

0
∣ξ1 + ξ2 + t(ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5)∣β−2(ξ1 + ξ2 + t(ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5))dt,

and further restrict it to [2k1 ,2k1+1] × [−2k1−1,2k1−1] and [ − 2k1+1,−2k1] × [−2k1−1,2k1−1], respectively:
m

k1,±
Cβ
(ξ1 + ξ2, ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5) ∶=mCβ

(ξ1 + ξ2, ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5)ψ̃k1,±(ξ1 + ξ2)ϕ̃k1
(ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5).

Then we proceed with a double Fourier series decomposition of mk1,±
Cβ

on ±[2k1 ,2k1+1] × [−2k1−1,2k1−1]:
m

k1,±
Cβ
(ξ1 + ξ2, ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5) = ∑

L1,L2∈Z

C±L1,L2
2k1(β−1)e

2πiL1

ξ1+ξ2
2
k1 e

2πiL2

ξ3+ξ4+ξ5
2
k1 .(3.7)
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Similarly, we perform a Fourier series decomposition of ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α on the same interval ±[2k1 ,2k1+1]:
(3.8) ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣αψ̃k1,±(ξ1 + ξ2) = ∑̃

L∈Z

C±
L̃
2k1αe

2πiL̃(ξ1+ξ2)

2
k1 ,

and notice that the coefficients24 C±L1,L2
and C±

L̃
(which depend on β and α, but not on k1) decay fast enough:

see (2.44).
Thanks to these Fourier series decompositions of the symbols, TmIA

(f1, . . . , f5) becomes a superposition of
tensorized operators of the form:

∑
L1,L2∈Z

∑̃
L∈Z

C±L1,L2
C±

L̃ ∫
R5

2k1(β−1)2k32k1α∆̂k1,±f1(ξ1)e
2πi(L1+L̃)ξ1

2
k1 ⋅ Ŝk1

f2(ξ2)e
2πi(L1+L̃)ξ2

2
k1

⋅ ∆̂k3
f3(ξ3)ψ̃k3

(ξ3) ξ3
2k3

e
2πiL2ξ3

2
k1 ⋅ ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ ⋅ Ŝk1

f4(ξ4)e
2πiL2ξ4

2
k1 ⋅ Ŝk1

f5(ξ5)e
2πiL2ξ5

2
k1 e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)dξ1 . . . d ξ5

∶= ∑
L1,L2∈Z

∑̃
L∈Z

C±L1,L2
C±

L̃
2k1(β−1)2k32k1α(∆

k1,±,
L1+L̃

2
k1

f1)(x) ⋅ (S
k1,

L1+L̃

2
k1

f2)(x) ⋅ ( ˜̃∆k3,
L2

2
k1

f3)(x)
⋅Dγ(S

k1,
L2

2
k1

f4 ⋅ Sk1,
L2

2
k1

f5)(x).
This step is precisely the tensorization into subtrees part of our strategy.
Now we simply notice that, for 0 < τ ≤ min(1, r), we can use Hölder’s inequality with 1

p1

+ 1
p2

+ 1
p3

+ 1
p4,5
= 1

r

for each of the tensorized structures:

∥T k1,k3

mIA
(f1, . . . , f5)∥τr ≲ ∑

L1,L2∈Z

∑̃
L∈Z

∣C±L1,L2
∣τ ∣C±

L̃
∣τ2k1(β−1)τ2k3τ2k1ατ∥∆

k1,±,
L1+L̃

2
k1

f1∥τp1

∥S
k1,

L1+L̃

2
k1

f2∥τp2

∥ ˜̃∆
k3,

L2

2
k1

∆k3
f3∥τp3

∥Dγ(S
k1,

L2

2
k1

f4 ⋅ Sk1,
L2

2
k1

f5)∥τp4,5
.

For the last term, we invoke the bilinear Leibniz rule (in this particular case, the unified result that first
appeared in [18])

∥Dγ(S
k1,

L2

2
k1

f4 ⋅ Sk1,
L2

2
k1

f5)∥p4,5
≲ ∥DγS

k1,
L2

2
k1

f4∥p4
⋅ ∥S

k1,
L2

2
k1

f5∥p5
+ ∥S

k1,
L2

2
k1

f4∥p4
⋅ ∥DγS

k1,
L2

2
k1

f5∥p5
,

which holds true whenever 1
p4,5
= 1

p4

+ 1
p5

, 1 ≤ p4, p5 ≤∞, and 1
p4,5
< 1 + γ.

Now the estimates (2.16) and (2.19) (and implicitly the fact that 1 ≤ pi ≤∞ for all 1 ≤ i ≤ 5) imply that

∥IA∥τr ≲ ∑
k3<k1

2k1(β−1)τ2k3τ2k1ατ∥∆k1
f1∥τp1

∥f2∥τp2
∥∆k3

f3∥τp3
(∥Dγf4∥p4

⋅ ∥f5∥p5
+ ∥f4∥p4

⋅ ∥Dγf5∥p5
)τ .

So we are left with proving the estimate

∑
k3<k1

2k1(β−1)τ2k3τ2k1ατ ∥∆k1
f1∥τp1

∥∆k3
f3∥τp3

≲ ∥Dα+βf1∥τp1
⋅ ∥f3∥τp3

+ ∥Dαf1∥τp1
⋅ ∥Dβf3∥τp3

.(3.9)

Just like in Section 2.2,

∑
k3<k1

2k1(β−1)τ2k3τ2k1ατ∥∆k1
f1∥τp1

∥∆k3
f3∥τp3

≲∑
k1

min (2k1βτ∥Dαf1∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥f3∥τḂ0

p3,∞
,2−k1ǫτ∥Dαf1∥τḂβ

p1,∞
∥f3∥τḂǫ

p3,∞
)

≲ (∥Dαf1∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥f3∥τḂ0

p3,∞
) ǫ

β+ǫ (∥Dαf1∥τḂβ
p1,∞
∥f3∥τḂǫ

p3,∞
) β

β+ǫ

≲ (∥Dαf1∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥f3∥τḂβ

p3,∞
) ǫ

β+ǫ (∥Dαf1∥τḂβ
p1,∞
∥f3∥τḂ0

p3,∞
) β

β+ǫ .

Using Young’s inequality and standard properties of Besov norms – more specifically (2.7), we deduce that
the expression above is bounded by

(∥Dαf1∥p1
∥Dβf3∥p3

+ ∥Dα+βf1∥p1
∥f3∥p3

)τ .
IB) In frequency we are still restricted to the region R1 (3.4), but the shape of the multiplier mIB suggests the

important role played by ξ4 + ξ5 in the current situation, which requires an extra conical decomposition. We
assume without loss of generality that we are restricted to the region

R1,5 = {(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ∶ ∣ξ1∣≫ ∣ξ2∣, . . . , ∣ξ5∣ and ∣ξ4∣ ≤ ∣ξ5∣}.
24Notice that the Fourier coefficients consist of C±L1,L2

2k1(β−1) and C±
L̃
2k1α, respectively.
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In consequence, we can sum in (3.3) over k2, k3 ≪ k1 and k4 ≤ k5 and focus our attention on

T k1,k5

mIB
(f1, . . . , f5)(x) ∶= ∫

R5

∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β − ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣β
ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5

⋅ (ξ4 + ξ5) ⋅ ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α ⋅ ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ

∆̂k1
f1(ξ1) ⋅ Ŝk1

f2(ξ2) ⋅ Ŝk1
f3(ξ3) ⋅ ∆̂≤k5

f4(ξ4) ⋅ ∆̂k5
f5(ξ5)e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)dξ1 . . . d ξ5.

As before, we perform a double Fourier series decomposition of mk1,±
Cβ

on ±[2k1 ,2k1+1] × [−2k1−1,2k1−1], and
similarly to (3.8), we decompose ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α on ±[2k1 ,2k1+1]; in both cases, the coefficients have arbitrary decay.

If we denote by d the classical derivative on R, we have

∥T k1,k5

mIA
(f1, . . . , f5)∥τr ≲ ∑

L1,L2∈Z

∑̃
L∈Z

∣C±L1,L2
∣τ ∣C±

L̃
∣τ2k1(β−1)τ2k1ατ∥∆

k1,±,
L1+L̃

2
k1

f1∥τp1

∥S
k1,

L1+L̃

2
k1

f2∥τp2

∥S
k1,

L2

2
k1

f3∥τp3

⋅∥Dγ ○ d(∆
≤k5,

L2

2
k1

f4 ⋅∆k5,
L2

2
k1

f5)∥τp4,5
.

We again use the induction hypothesis for estimating the last term; however, f4 and f5 are already well
localized in frequency, so we can invoke (2.27) and (2.28):

∥Dγ ○ d(∆
≤k5,

L2

2
k1

f4 ⋅∆k5,
L2

2
k1

f5)∥p4,5
≲ 2k5∥f4∥p4

∥∆k5
Dγf5∥p5

for 1 ≤ p4, p5 ≤∞, 1
1+γ
< p4,5 ≤∞. The last inequality follows from (2.19) and Young’s convolution inequality.

With these considerations, and invoking again (2.19) and (2.16), we can simply focus on bounding

∥IB∥τr ≲ ∑
k5<k1

2k1(β−1)τ2k5τ2k1ατ ∥∆k1
f1∥τp1

∥f2∥τp2
∥f3∥τp3

∥f4∥τp4
∥∆k5

f5∥τp5

≲ ∥f2∥τp2
∥f3∥τp3

∥f4∥τp4
( ∑
k5<k1

2k1(β−1)τ2k5τ∥∆k1
Dαf1∥τp1

∥∆k5
Dγf5∥τp5

).

As before, we make appear the Besov norms, and we optimize in the 2k1 parameter: the expression in the
last display involving k5 and k1 is bounded above by

∑
k1

min(2k1βτ∥Dαf1∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥Dγf5∥τḂ0

p5,∞
,2−k1ǫτ∥Dαf1∥τḂβ

p1,∞
∥Dγf5∥τḂǫ

p5,∞
)

≲ (∥Dαf1∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥Dγf5∥τḂ0

p5,∞
) ǫ

β+ǫ (∥Dαf1∥τḂβ
p1,∞
∥Dγf5∥τḂǫ

p5,∞
) β

β+ǫ

≲ (∥Dαf1∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥Dγf5∥τḂβ

p5,∞
) ǫ

β+ǫ (∥Dαf1∥τḂβ
p1,∞
∥Dγf5∥τḂ0

p5,∞
) β

β+ǫ .

Notice that the Dβ derivatives are distributed between the Dαf1 and Dγf5 functions.

IC) In this case, only the Littlewood-Paley information for f1 and f2 will be needed, so we sum over k3, k4, k5 ≪ k1
in (3.3), focusing on

T k1,k2

mIC
(f1, . . . , f5)(x) ∶= ∫

R5

∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α+β − ∣ξ1∣α+β
ξ2

⋅ ξ2 ⋅ ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ ∆̂k1
f1(ξ1) ⋅ ∆̂k2

f2(ξ2)
⋅ Ŝk1

f3(ξ3) ⋅ Ŝk1
f4(ξ4) ⋅ Ŝk1

f5(ξ5)e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)dξ1 . . . d ξ5.
This factorizes straightway into

(∫
R2

∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α+β − ∣ξ1∣α+β
ξ2

⋅ ξ2 ⋅ ∆̂k1
f1(ξ1) ⋅ ∆̂k2

f2(ξ2)e2πix(ξ1+ξ2)dξ1ξ2) ⋅ Sk1
f3(x) ⋅Dγ(Sk1

f4 ⋅ Sk1
f5)(x).

The first term corresponds to mCα+β(ξ1, ξ2), a commutator symbol as in (2.39), so we simply estimate it as in
(2.46). For the remaining terms, we use the bilinear Leibniz rule result and the boundedness of the Sk1

operator
to deduce

∥IC∥τr ≲ ( ∑
k2<k1

2k1(α+β−1)τ2k2τ∥∆k1
f1∥τp1

∥∆k2
f2∥τp2

) ⋅ ∥f3∥τp3
(∥Dγf4∥p4

⋅ ∥f5∥p5
+ ∥f4∥p4

⋅ ∥Dγf5∥p5
)τ .

The summation over k2 < k1 is reduced as before to

∑
k1

min (2k1(α+β)τ∥f1∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥f2∥τḂ0

p2,∞
,2−k1ǫτ∥f1∥τḂα+β

p1,∞
∥f2∥τḂǫ

p2,∞
) ≲ . . .

≲ (∥f1∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥f2∥τḂα+β

p2,∞
) ǫ

α+β+ǫ (∥f1∥τḂα+β
p1,∞
∥f2∥τḂ0

p2,∞
) α+β

α+β+ǫ .
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ID) For this last term, we need to deal with T k1

mID
(f1, . . . , f5), defined by

∫
R5

∣ξ1∣α+β ⋅ ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ ∆̂k1
f1(ξ1) ⋅ Ŝk1

f2(ξ2) ⋅ Ŝk1
f3(ξ3) ⋅ Ŝk1

f4(ξ4) ⋅ Ŝk1
f5(ξ5)e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)dξ1 . . . d ξ5

= (∆k1
Dα+βf1)(x)Sk1

f2(x)Sk1
f3(x)Dγ(Sk1

f4 ⋅ Sk1
f5)(x).

The idea is to write each Sk1
fl, for 2 ≤ l ≤ 5, as

Sk1
fl(x) = fl(x) −∆≻k1

fl(x).
Then T k1

mID
(f1, . . . , f5) becomes, once we sum in k1,

∑
k1

(∆k1
Dα+βf1)(x)(f2(x) −∆≻k1

f2)(x)(f3(x) −∆≻k1
f3)(x)Dγ((f4 −∆≻k1

f4) ⋅ (f5 −∆≻k1
f5)(x)

=(Dα+βf1)(x) ⋅ f2(x) ⋅ f3(x) ⋅Dγ(f4 ⋅ f5)(x) −∑
k1

(∆k1
Dα+βf1)(x)(∆≻k1

f2)(x)f3(x)Dγ(f4 ⋅ f5)(x)
−∑

k1

(∆k1
Dα+βf1)(x)f2(x)f3(x)Dγ((∆≻k1

f4) ⋅ f5)(x) + similar terms.

The first term is bounded thanks to Hölder’s inequality and the boundedness of the bilinear Leibniz rule for
Dγ(f4 ⋅f5). For the remaining terms, the Dβ derivatives will be shared between Dα∆k1

f1 and ∆≻k1
fl, for some

l ∈ {2,3,4,5}. If there is more than one function with associated projections ∆≻k1
, we simply use one of them.

Two situations become apparent: 1) when the function associated to the maximal scale (in this case f1 which
corresponds to k1) and the function on which ∆≻k1

acts are in the same subtree, and 2) when the functions are
in different subtrees.

The term ∑k1
(∆k1

Dα+βf1)(∆≻k1
f2)f3Dγ(f4 ⋅ f5) corresponds to the first situation (f1 and f2 are contained

in the same subtree associated to the Leibniz rule Dα(f1 ⋅ f2)), and ∑k1
(∆k1

Dα+βf1)f2f3Dγ((∆≻k1
f4) ⋅ f5) to

the second one (f1 and f4 are leaves in different subtrees).
In order to estimate ∑k1

(∆k1
Dα+βf1)(x)(∆≻k1

f2)(x)f3(x)Dγ(f4 ⋅f5)(x), we start with the observation that

(3.10) ∥∆≻k1
f2∥p2

≤min(∥f2∥p2
, 2−ǫk1∥f2∥Ḃǫ

p2,∞
).

Then we use Hölder’s inequality and the bilinear Leibniz rule (2.20) for the Dγ(f4 ⋅ f5) part, to again, reduce
ourselves to estimating

∑
k1

2k1β∥∆k1
f1∥τp1

∥∆≻k1
f2∥τp2

≲∑
k1

min (2k1βτ∥Dαf1∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥f2∥τp2

,2−k1ǫτ∥Dαf1∥τḂβ
p1,∞
∥f2∥τḂǫ

p2,∞
)

≲ (∥Dαf1∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥f2∥τp2

) ǫ
β+ǫ (∥Dαf1∥τḂβ

p1,∞
∥f2∥τḂǫ

p2,∞
) β

β+ǫ ≲ (∥Dαf1∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥f2∥τḂβ

p2,∞
) ǫ

β+ǫ (∥Dαf1∥τḂβ
p1,∞
∥f2∥τp2

) β
β+ǫ .

Of course, the Dα+β derivatives could be shared between f1 and f2.
In the second situation, we start by applying Hölder to obtain

∑
k1

2k1βτ∥Dα∆k1
f1∥τp1

∥f2∥τp2
∥f3∥τp3

∥Dγ((∆≻k1
f4) ⋅ f5)∥τp4,5

.(3.11)

Instead of directly applying the bilinear Leibniz rule (2.20) to Dγ((∆≻k1
f4) ⋅ f5) , we perform an extra para-

product decomposition. This is because we want the terms appearing in the Leibniz rule to coincide with those
obtained by regular composition : we should not have terms such as ∥f1∥p1

∥Dβf4∥p4
∥Dγf5∥p5

appearing. Hence
we write

Dγ((∆≻k1
f4) ⋅ f5) = ∑

k4

Dγ((∆k4
∆≻k1

f4) ⋅ (∆≤k4
f5)) +∑

k5

Dγ((Sk5
∆≻k1

f4) ⋅ (∆k5
f5)).

Now notice that ∆k4
∆≻k1

≠ 0 only if k4 ≻ k1, and similarly Sk5
∆≻k1

≠ 0 only if k5 ≻ k1. So in fact

∑
k4

Dγ((∆k4
∆≻k1

f4) ⋅ (∆≤k4
f5)) = ∑

k4≻k1

Dγ((∆k4
∆≻k1

f4) ⋅ (∆≤k4
f5))

and

∑
k5

Dγ((Sk5
∆≻k1

f4) ⋅ (∆k5
f5)) = ∑

k5≻k1

Dγ((Sk5
∆≻k1

f4) ⋅ (∆k5
f5)).

Overall we get, thanks to (2.27) and (2.28),

∥Dγ((∆≻k1
f4) ⋅ f5)∥τp4,5

≲ ∑
k4≻k1

∥∆k4
∆≻k1

Dγf4∥τp4
∥∆≤k4

f5∥τp5
+ ∑

k5≻k1

∥Sk5
∆≻k1

f4∥τp4
∥∆k5

Dγf5∥τp5

≲ ∑
k4≻k1

∥∆k4
Dγf4∥τp4

∥f5∥τp5
+ ∑

k5≻k1

∥∆≻k1
f4∥τp4

∥∆k5
Dγf5∥τp5

.
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So that (3.11) is reduced to

∥f2∥τp2
∥f3∥τp3

∥f5∥τp5
( ∑
k4≻k1

2k1βτ ∥Dα∆k1
f1∥τp1

∥∆k4
Dγf4∥τp4

) + ∥f2∥τp2
∥f3∥τp3

∥f4∥τp4
( ∑
k5≻k1

2k1βτ∥Dα∆k1
f1∥τp1

∥∆k5
Dγf5∥τp5

).

Due to symmetry, we only look at the term ∑k4≻k1
2k1βτ∥Dα∆k1

f1∥τp1
∥∆k4

Dγf4∥τp4
, which can be estimated

by

∑
k4

min (2k4βτ∥Dαf1∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥Dγf4∥τḂ0

p4,∞
,2−k4ǫτ∥Dαf1∥τḂǫ

p1,∞
∥Dγf4∥τḂβ

p4,∞
)

≲ (∥Dαf1∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥Dγf4∥τḂ0

p4,∞
) ǫ

β+ǫ (∥Dαf1∥τḂǫ
p1,∞
∥Dγf4∥τḂβ

p4,∞
) β

β+ǫ

≲ (∥Dαf1∥τḂβ
p1,∞
∥Dγf4∥τḂ0

p4,∞
) ǫ

β+ǫ (∥Dαf1∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥Dγf4∥τḂβ

p4,∞
) β

β+ǫ .

Of course, this is bounded by (∥Dα+βf1∥p1
∥Dγf4∥p4

+∥Dαf1∥p1
∥Dβ+γf4∥p4

)τ ; we point out that the distribution
of derivatives follows the same law as the composition of Leibniz rules, except that now input functions in any
Lp spaces, with 1 ≤ p ≤∞, are admissible.

This exhausts the possible cases corresponding to the restriction to the frequency conical region R1 (3.4).

3.2. (II): study of the conical region R3.
In this case, we restrict our attention to the frequency region R3 (3.5). Here we split the multiplier associated to
the flag in (3.3) into

∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β − ∣ξ3∣β
ξ1 + ξ2 + ξ4 + ξ5

⋅ (ξ1 + ξ2) ⋅ ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α ⋅ ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ + ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣
β − ∣ξ3∣β

ξ1 + ξ2 + ξ4 + ξ5
⋅ ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α ⋅ (ξ4 + ξ5) ⋅ ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ

+ ∣ξ3∣β ⋅ ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α ⋅ ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ ∶=mIIA +mIIB +mIIC .

As before, these are combined with Littlewood-Paley projections to obtain that (3.3) restricted to R3 (3.5) equals

∑
k1,...,k5≪k3

TmIIA
(∆k1

f1, . . . ,∆k5
f5)(x) + ∑

k1,...,k5≪k3

TmIIB
(∆k1

f1, . . . ,∆k5
f5)(x)

+ ∑
k1,...,k5≪k3

TmIIC
(∆k1

f1, . . . ,∆k5
f5)(x) ∶= IIA + IIB + IIC .

The multipliers mIIA and mIIB are symmetric, so it will suffice to study IIA and IIC .

IIA) While f3 is the fastest oscillating function, the shape of mIIA indicates that one of f1 or f2 will also be involved
in the scale-by-scale analysis. To decide which, an additional paraproduct decomposition concerning the ξ1 and
ξ2 variables is necessary – for simplicity we assume ∣ξ2∣ ≤ ∣ξ1∣.

After summing over k4, k5 ≪ k3 and k2 ≤ k1 in (3.3), we need to analyze

T k3,k1

mIIA
(f1, . . . , f5)(x) ∶= ∫

R5

∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β − ∣ξ3∣β
ξ1 + ξ2 + ξ4 + ξ5

⋅ (ξ1 + ξ2) ⋅ ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α ⋅ ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ

∆̂k1
f1(ξ1) ⋅ ∆̂≤k1

f2(ξ2) ⋅ ∆̂k3
f3(ξ3) ⋅ Ŝk3

f4(ξ4) ⋅ Ŝk3
f5(ξ5)e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)dξ1 . . . d ξ5.

We decompose into Fourier series the symbol

m
k3,±
Cβ
(ξ3, ξ1 + ξ2 + ξ4 + ξ5) = ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣

β − ∣ξ3∣β
ξ1 + ξ2 + ξ4 + ξ5

ψ̃k3,±(ξ3)ϕ̃k3
(ξ1 + ξ2 + ξ4 + ξ5),

obtaining arbitrary decay for the Fourier coefficients. This allows to express T k3,k1

mIIA
(f1, . . . , f5)(x) as a sum of

∑
L1,L2∈Z

C±L1,L2
2k3(β−1)Dα ○ d(∆

k1,
L2

2
k3

f1 ⋅∆≤k1,
L2

2
k3

f2)(x) ⋅∆k3,±,
L1

2
k3

f3(x) ⋅Dγ(S
k3,

L2

2
k3

f4 ⋅ Sk3,
L2

2
k3

f5)(x).
We will appeal shortly to the boundedness of the bilinear Leibniz rule (2.20), and its frequency-localized versions
(2.27) and (2.28),

∥Dα ○ d(∆
k1,

L2

2
k3

f1 ⋅∆≤k1,
L2

2
k3

f2)∥p1,2
≲ 2k1∥∆k1

Dαf1∥p1
∥f2∥p2

,

which is true as long as 1
p1,2
= 1

p1

+ 1
p2

, 1 ≤ p1, p2 ≤∞, and 1
p1,2
< 1 + α.

Thus we have, for 0 < τ ≤min(1, r),
∥IIA∥τr ≲ ∑

L1,L2∈Z

∣C±L1,L2
∣τ ∑

k1<k3

2k3(β−1)τ2k1τ∥∆k1
Dαf1∥τp1

∥f2∥τp2
∥∆k3,±f3∥τp3

∥Dγ(S
k3,

L2

2
k3

f4 ⋅ Sk3,
L2

2
k3

f5)∥τp4,5
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≲ ∑
L1,L2∈Z

∣C±L1,L2
∣τ ∑

k1<k3

2k3(β−1)τ2k1τ∥∆k1
Dαf1∥τp1

∥f2∥τp2
∥∆k3

f3∥τp3

⋅ (∥S
k3,

L2

2
k3

Dγf4∥p4
∥S

k3,
L2

2
k3

f5∥p5
+ ∥S

k3,
L2

2
k3

f4∥p4
∥S

k3,
L2

2
k3

Dγf5∥p5
)τ .

Due to the fast decay of the coefficients ∣C±L1,L2
∣, and the boundedness of the ∆≤k1,a and Sk3,a operators (with

norms independent of k1, k3 or a), we are left with summing

∑
k1<k3

2k3(β−1)τ2k1τ∥∆k1
Dαf1∥τp1

∥∆k3
f3∥τp3

≲∑
k3

min (2k3βτ∥Dαf1∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥f3∥τḂ0

p3,∞
,2−k3ǫτ∥Dαf1∥τḂǫ

p1,∞
∥f3∥τḂβ

p3,∞
)

≲ (∥Dαf1∥τḂβ
p1,∞
∥f3∥τḂ0

p3,∞
) ǫ

β+ǫ (∥Dαf1∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥f3∥τḂβ

p3,∞
) β

β+ǫ .

IIC) Now we look at IIC , which for a fixed k3 ∈ Z and after summing in k1, k2, k4, k5 ≪ k3 in (3.3), corresponds to
the operator

(3.12) Dα(Sk3
f1 ⋅ Sk3

f2) ⋅∆k3
Dβf3 ⋅Dγ(Sk3

f4 ⋅ Sk3
f5).

The derivatives Dβ hit the fastest oscillating function, i.e. f3. We still need to sum over k3, so although the
operator in (3.12) is tensorized, it will not be trivial to estimate. Here we switch the order of summation again
as in ID, and the operator in (3.12) becomes

(3.13) Dα((f1 −∆≻k3
f1) ⋅ (f2 −∆≻k3

f2)) ⋅∆k3
Dβf3 ⋅Dγ((f4 −∆≻k3

f4) ⋅ (f5 −∆≻k3
f5)).

We use the linearity of the derivation operators to sum over k3 the expressions in (3.13); we have

IIC =Dα(f1 ⋅ f2) ⋅Dβf3 ⋅Dγ(f4 ⋅ f5) −∑
k3

Dα(∆≻k3
f1 ⋅ f2) ⋅∆k3

Dβf3 ⋅Dγ(f4 ⋅ f5)
−∑

k3

Dα(f1 ⋅∆≻k3
f2) ⋅∆k3

Dβf3 ⋅Dγ(f4 ⋅ f5) + similar term

The first term can be easily bounded in Lr thanks to Hölder’s inequality and the paraproduct Leibniz rule
(2.20). For the other terms, it will be sufficient to use one of the functions on which ∆≻k3

acts; and if it acts
on several, we pick one of them, which will contribute to the summation in k3. For flag Leibniz rules, a special
attention is required by the distribution of the derivatives; for that reason, when we are compelled to use a
function belonging to a different subtree than f3, an intermediate step is necessary to make sure that the Dβ

derivatives will be distributed according to the composition laws. It will be enough to treat the second term,
since the remaining ones are very similar. It will be bounded, in ∥ ⋅ ∥τr , by

∑
k3

∥Dα(∆≻k3
f1 ⋅ f2)∥τp1,2

∥∆k3
Dβf3∥τp3

∥Dγ(∆≻k3
f4 ⋅ f5)∥τp4,5

≲∑
k3

∥Dα(∆≻k3
f1 ⋅ f2)∥τp1,2

∥∆k3
Dβf3∥τp3

(∥Dγf4∥p4
⋅ ∥f5∥p5

+ ∥f4∥p4
⋅ ∥Dγf5∥p5

)τ .

We take a closer look at the factor Dα(∆≻k3
f1 ⋅ f2), which is equal to

∑
k1

Dα(∆k1
∆≻k3

f1 ⋅∆≤k1
f2)(x) +∑

k2

Dα(Sk2
∆≻k3

f1 ⋅∆k2
f2)(x).

We notice that the only way ∆k1
∆≻k3

≠ 0 is if k1 ≻ k3, and similarly, Sk2
∆≻k3

≠ 0 only if k2 ≻ k3. Thus the
expression above becomes

∑
k1≻k3

Dα(∆k1
∆≻k3

f1 ⋅∆≤k1
f2)(x) + ∑

k2≻k3

Dα(Sk2
∆≻k3

f1 ⋅∆k2
f2)(x).

Because of (2.28) and (2.27), which indicate that derivatives tend to move towards higher oscillating functions,

∥Dα(∆≻k3
f1 ⋅ f2)∥τp1,2

≲ ∑
k1≻k3

∥Dα(∆k1
∆≻k3

f1 ⋅∆≤k1
f2)∥τp1,2

+ ∑
k2≻k3

∥Dα(Sk2
∆≻k3

f1 ⋅∆k2
f2)∥τp1,2

≲ ∑
k1≻k3

∥∆k1
Dαf1∥τp1

∥f2∥τp2
+ ∑

k2≻k3

∥f1∥τp1
∥∆k2

Dαf2∥τp2
.

Hence ∥IIC∥τr is bounded by the sum of several similar terms of the form

∑
k1≻k3

∥∆k1
Dαf1∥τp1

∥f2∥τp2
2k3βτ∥∆k3

f3∥τp3
∥Dγf4∥τp4

∥f5∥τp5
.
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We can put the functions f2, f4 and f5 aside (in the one-parameter case, there will always be two functions
involved in this type of summation), so we are left with

∑
k1

min (2k1βτ ∥Dαf1∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥f3∥τḂ0

p3,∞
,2−k1ǫτ∥Dαf1∥τḂβ

p1,∞
∥f3∥τḂǫ

p3,∞
)

≲ (∥Dαf1∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥f3∥τḂβ

p3,∞
) ǫ

β+ǫ (∥Dαf1∥τḂβ
p1,∞
∥f3∥τḂ0

p3,∞
) β

β+ǫ .

3.3. (III): study of “diagonal” conical regions.
Here we restrict the operator in (3.3) to the frequency region (3.6). Due to the structure of the flag and its
symmetries, it will be enough to investigate the cases l1 = 1, l2 = 3 (representing IIIA) and l1 = 1, l2 = 5 (case
IIIB).

In this situation, we will not make use of commutators; instead, the Littlewood-Paley information of the
functions fl1 and fl2 will be sufficient for estimating the summation of the various scales in (3.3).

IIIA) In this case, the main contribution will come from the functions f1 and f3. We can sum in (3.3) over k2, k4, k5 ≤
k1 ∼ k3 to get

T k1

mIIIA
(f1, . . . , f5)(x) ∶= ∫

R5

∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β ⋅ ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α ⋅ ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ ⋅ ∆̂k1
f1(ξ1) ⋅ ∆̂≤k1

f2(ξ2)
⋅ ∆̂k1

f3(ξ3) ⋅ ∆̂≤k1
f4(ξ4) ⋅ ∆̂≤k1

f5(ξ5)e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)dξ1 . . . d ξ5.
Given the assumptions on the scales, we have that ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣ ≤ C2k1 and ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣ ≤ 2k1+1. Hence25 we use

Fourier series on [−2k1 ,2k1] to tensorize and decompose the ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣βϕ̃k1
(ξ1 + . . . + ξ5) symbol; the Fourier

coefficients will only have limited decay, but that is still okay. T k1

mIIIA
(f1, . . . , f5)(x) becomes

∑
L∈Z

CL2
k1βDα(∆k1,

L

2
k1

f1 ⋅∆≤k1,
L

2
k1

f2)(x) ⋅∆k1,
L

2
k1

f3(x) ⋅Dγ(∆≤k1,
L

2
k1

f4 ⋅∆≤k1,
L

2
k1

f5)(x),

where ∣CL∣ ≲ (1 + ∣L∣)−(1+β). So for τ ≤min(1, r) with 1
1+β
< τ , we have

∥IIIA∥τr ≲∑
k1

∑
L∈Z

∣CL∣τ2k1βτ∥Dα(∆k1,
L

2
k1

f1 ⋅∆≤k1,
L

2
k1

f2)∥τp1,2
∥∆k1,

L

2
k1

f3∥τp3
∥Dγ(∆≤k1,

L

2
k1

f4 ⋅∆≤k1,
L

2
k1

f5)∥τp4,5
.

For p1,2, p4,5 so that 1
1+α
< p1,2 = p1p2

p1+p2

≤∞, 1
1+γ
< p4,5 = p4p5

p4+p5

≤∞, we further deduce

∥IIIA∥τr ≲∑
k1

∑
L∈Z

Cτ
L2

k1βτ∥∆k1,
L

2
k1

Dαf1∥τp1
∥f2∥τp2

∥∆k1,
L

2
k1

f3∥τp3

⋅ (∥Dγ(∆≤k1,
L

2
k1

f4)∥p4
∥∆≤k1,

L

2
k1

f5∥p5
+ ∥∆≤k1,

L

2
k1

f4∥p4
∥Dγ(∆≤k1,

L

2
k1

f5)∥p5
)τ

≲∑
k1

∥∆k1
Dαf1∥τp1

∥f2∥τp2
∥∆k1

f3∥τp3
(∥Dγf4∥p4

∥f5∥p5
+ ∥f4∥p4

∥Dγf5∥p5
)τ .

Summing in k1 is by now a formality:

∑
k1

2k1βτ∥∆k1
Dαf1∥τp1

∥∆k1
f3∥τp3

≲∑
k1

min (2k1βτ∥Dαf1∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥f3∥τḂ0

p3,∞
,2−k1βτ ∥Dαf1∥τḂβ

p1,∞
∥f3∥τḂβ

p3,∞
)

≲ (∥Dαf1∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥f3∥τḂβ

p3,∞
) 1

2 (∥Dαf1∥τḂβ
p1,∞
∥f3∥τḂ0

p3,∞
) 1

2 .

IIIB) Now we are in the situation when ∣ξ2∣, ∣ξ3 ∣, ∣ξ4 ∣ ≤ ∣ξ1∣ ∼ ∣ξ5∣. Accordingly, we sum over k2, k3, k4 ≤ k1 ∼ k5 in (3.3)
to obtain

T k1

mIIIB
(f1, . . . , f5)(x) ∶= ∫

R5

∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β ⋅ ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α ⋅ ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ∆̂k1
f1(ξ1) ⋅ ∆̂≤k1

f2(ξ2)
⋅ ∆̂≤k1

f3(ξ3) ⋅ ∆̂≤k1
f4(ξ4) ⋅ ∆̂k1

f5(ξ5)e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)dξ1 . . . d ξ5.
As before, we smoothly localize and use a Fourier series expansion for ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β on [−2k1 ,2k1], with

limited decay of the Fourier coefficients. This allows to rewrite

T k1

mIIIB
(f1, . . . , f5)(x) = ∑

L∈Z

CL2
k1βDα(∆k1,

L

2
k1

f1 ⋅∆≤k1,
L

2
k1

f2)(x) ⋅∆≤k1,
L

2
k1

f3(x) ⋅Dγ(∆≤k1,
L

2
k1

f4 ⋅∆k1,
L

2
k1

f5)(x),

25Here we might need to assume a certain amount of separation between the frequency pieces, which is easy to obtain by a
sparsification argument that only introduces O(1) new terms.
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with ∣CL∣ ≲ (1 + ∣L∣)−(1+β). As before,
∥IIIB∥τr ≲ ∥f2∥τp2

∥f3∥τp3
∥f4∥τp4

(∥Dαf1∥τḂ0
p1,∞
∥Dγf5∥τḂβ

p5,∞
) 1

2 (∥Dαf1∥τḂβ
p1,∞
∥Dγf5∥τḂ0

p5,∞
) 1

2 .

This completes the proof of (3.1), which, we recall, follows also from the flag paraproducts’ boundedness in [14]
– except for certain endpoints.

4. A five-linear flag: bi-parameter case

Now we move to the bi-parameter version of (3.1), which reads as

∥Dβ1

(1)
D

β2

(2)
(Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
(f1 ⋅ f2) ⋅ f3 ⋅Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(f4 ⋅ f5))∥LpLq(4.1)

≲ ∥Dα1+β1

(1)
D

α2+β2

(2)
f1∥Lp1Lq1 ∥f2∥Lp2Lq2 ∥f3∥Lp3Lq3 ∥Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
f4∥Lp4Lq4 ∥f5∥Lp5Lq5 + other similar terms.

This is the main motivation of our work, since bi-parameter equivalents of [14] are yet to be proved. For simplicity,
we work with functions defined on R×R, although all the results remain valid for functions on R

d1 ×Rd2 . In order
for (4.1) to hold, the conditions on the Lebesgue exponents, already presented in the Introduction, are

1
q
< 1 + β2, 1

q1,2
∶= 1

q1
+ 1

q2
< 1 + α2,

1
q4,5
∶= 1

q4
+ 1

q5
< 1 + γ2,

1
p
<min(1 + β1,1 + β2), 1

p1,2
∶= 1

p1

+ 1
p2

<min(1 + α1,1 + α2), 1
p4,5
∶= 1

p4

+ 1
p5

<min(1 + γ1,1 + γ2).
The asymmetry on the Lebesgue exponents associated to the first and second variables is a consequence of the
mixed norm condition. The constraints on p and q are imposed by slower decaying conditions on the associated
Fourier coefficients when treating the “diagonal case”: see Section 4.2.

Although conceptually the method employed for proving (4.1) will be similar to that presented in the previous
section, technical aspects specific26 to multi-parameter problems will appear; in particular, the number of cases
that need to be considered is significantly higher. That is partly due to the asymmetry of the objects: f2 might
not be involved in the summation of the flag acting in the first variable, but we cannot put it aside because it
might be involved in the summation of the flag acting in the second variable.

As before in Section 3, in this particular situation we will not systematically apply the inductive procedure
presented later in Section 5.2; however, the differences are minor.

In the bi-parameter setting, the multiplier associated to the flag (4.1) is

(4.2) (∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β1 ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α1 ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ1) ⋅ (∣η1 + . . . + η5∣β2 ∣η1 + η2∣α2 ∣η4 + η5∣γ2).
As before in Section 3, the frequency regions will be decomposed into cones, allowing to determine the fastest

oscillating functions in each parameter, and (up to a point) the distribution of derivatives. Depending on the
structure of the associated flag/rooted tree and on the conical regions in each parameter, the multiplier will be
split into several pieces. However, in each parameter, the decomposition is carried out as in the previous section.

Our aim is to estimate

∑
k1,...,k5

∑
m1,...,m5

∫
R10

(∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β1 ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α1 ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ1) ⋅ (∣η1 + . . . + η5∣β2 ∣η1 + η2∣α2 ∣η4 + η5∣γ2)F(∆(1)
k1

∆(2)m1
f1)(ξ1, η1)

(4.3)

⋅F(∆(1)
k2

∆(2)m2
f2)(ξ2, η2) ⋅ . . . ⋅F(∆(1)k5

∆(2)m5
f5)(ξ5, η5)e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)e2πiy(η1+...+η5)dξ1 . . . dξ5dη1 . . . dη5

in the mixed (quasi-)norm ∥ ⋅ ∥LpLq . Throughout the section, τ will denote

τ ∶=min(1, p, q),
which renders ∥ ⋅ ∥τLpLq subadditive.

Next, we will consider various operators that arise from restricting our attention to conical frequency regions
{∣ξ1∣ ≫ ∣ξ2∣, . . . , ∣ξ5∣, ∣η1 ∣ ≫ ∣η1∣, . . . , ∣η5∣}, etc. This corresponds to a bi-parameter paraproduct decomposition and
allows to split (4.3) into pieces that will be independently estimated. We will restrict our attention to certain
typical conical regions, as the remaining cases follow from similar arguments.

26These difficulties will be nowhere near as laborious as the technical aspects typical of multi-parameter singular integrals.
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4.1. Study of the “off-diagonal” conical region R
(1)
1 × R(2)1 . When we are in the region where ∣ξ1∣ is the

largest frequency variable in the first component and ∣η1∣ is the largest one in the second component, we want to
approximate ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β1 by ∣ξ1∣β1 (and ∣η1 + . . . + η5∣β2 by ∣η1∣β1). As before in Section 3, ξ1 is connected to ξ2
by the Dα1

(1)
derivative, so several steps are necessary.

We will have

∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β1 = ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β1 − ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣β1 + ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣β1 − ∣ξ1∣β1 + ∣ξ1 ∣β1(4.4)

= ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣
β1 − ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣β1

ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5
⋅ ξ3 +

∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β1 − ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣β1

ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5
⋅ (ξ4 + ξ5) + (∣ξ1 + ξ2∣β1 − ∣ξ1∣β1) + ∣ξ1∣β1

With this decomposition, the part of the multiplier from (4.2) acting on the first coordinate writes as

∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β1 − ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣β1

ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5
⋅ ξ3 ⋅ ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α1 ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ1 +

∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β1 − ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣β1

ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5
⋅ (ξ4 + ξ5) ⋅ ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α1 ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ1

+
∣ξ1 + ξ2∣β1+α1 − ∣ξ1∣β1+α1

ξ2
⋅ ξ2 ⋅ ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ1 + ∣ξ1∣β1+α1 ⋅ ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ1 ∶=m

I
(1)
A

+m
I
(1)
B

+m
I
(1)
C

+m
I
(1)
D

.

The above formulas indicate the presence of three commutators and one multiplier that will require the change
in the order of summation. For m

I
(1)
A

, the variables involved in the commutator are ξ1 + ξ2 and ξ3, for mI
(1)
B

-

ξ1 + ξ2 and ξ4 + ξ5, and for m
I
(1)
C

it will be ξ1 and ξ2 that will participate in the summation.

In the second coordinate, the multiplier will split similarly into four terms:

∣η1 + . . . + η5∣β2 − ∣η1 + η2∣β2

η3 + η4 + η5
⋅ η3 ⋅ ∣η1 + η2∣α2 ∣η4 + η5∣γ2 +

∣η1 + . . . + η5∣β2 − ∣η1 + η2∣β2

η3 + η4 + η5
⋅ (η4 + η5) ⋅ ∣η1 + η2∣α2 ∣η4 + η5∣γ2

+
∣η1 + η2∣β2+α2 − ∣η1∣β2+α2

η2
⋅ η2 ⋅ ∣η4 + η5∣γ2 + ∣η1∣β2+α2 ⋅ ∣η4 + η5∣γ2 ∶=m

I
(2)
A

+m
I
(2)
B

+m
I
(2)
C

+m
I
(2)
D

.

When the symbol is restricted to the conical region R
(1)
1 ×R

(2)
1 , (4.3) breaks down as

∑
k2,...,k5≪k1

m2,...,m5≪m1

T
I
(1)
A
×I
(2)
A

(∆(1)k1
∆
(2)
m1

f1, . . . ,∆
(1)
k5

∆
(2)
m5

f5)(x, y) + ∑
k2,...,k5≪k1

m2,...,m5≪m1

T
I
(1)
A
×I
(2)
B

(∆(1)k1
∆
(2)
m1

f1, . . . ,∆
(1)
k5

∆
(2)
m5

f5)(x, y)+

∑
k2,...,k5≪k1

m2,...,m5≪m1

T
I
(1)
A
×I
(2)
C

(∆(1)k1
∆(2)m1

f1, . . . ,∆
(1)
k5

∆(2)m5
f5)(x, y) + . . . + ∑

k2,...,k5≪k1
m2,...,m5≪m1

T
I
(1)
D
×I
(2)
D

(∆(1)k1
∆(2)m1

f1, . . . ,∆
(1)
k5

∆(2)m5
f5)(x, y)

∶= I(1)A × I(2)A + I(1)A × I(2)B + I(1)A × I(2)C + . . . + I(1)D × I(2)D .

In total, we have 16 cases, many of which are similar; so we will only treat some of them, as explained below.

Due to the structure of the symbols, I
(1)
A × I(2)B presents novel attributes, and will be discussed in more detail.

● I
(1)
A
× I
(2)
B
)

[Dβ1

(1)
,∆
(1)
k1
]∆(1)

k3

Dα1

(1)

∆
(1)
k1
f1 ∆

(1)
k2
f2

∆
(1)
k3
f3

D
γ1

(1)

∆
(1)
k4
f4 ∆

(1)
k5
f5

[Dβ2

(2)
,∆
(2)
m1
]∆(2)m5

Dα2

(2)

∆
(2)
m1
f1 ∆

(2)
m2
f2

∆
(2)
m3
f3

D
γ2

(2)

∆
(2)
m4
f4 ∆

(2)
m5
f5

The multiplier suggested by the trees above is m
I
(1)
A

(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ⋅mI
(2)
B

(η1, . . . , η5), which corresponds to

( ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣
β1 − ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣β1

ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5 ⋅ ξ3 ⋅ ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α1 ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ1) ⋅ ( ∣η1 + . . . + η5∣
β2 − ∣η1 + η2∣β2

η3 + η4 + η5 ⋅ (η4 + η5) ⋅ ∣η1 + η2∣α2 ∣η4 + η5∣γ2).
In the first variable the functions involved in the summation over the scales are f1 and f3, so the functions
f2, f4 and f5 do not contribute to this process. However, in the second variable, the shape of the commutator
indicates that f1 and one of the functions f4 or f5 will play a prominent role; by restricting the symbol further
to the region where ∣η4∣ ≤ ∣η5∣, we know the functions f1 and f5 will take part in summing up the scales, in the
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second parameter. We carefully group the terms contributing to I
(1)
A × I(2)B by summing over k2, k4, k5 ≪ k1 and

over m2,m3 ≪m1,m4 ≤m5:

T
k1,k3;m1,m5

m
I
(1)
A

,m
I
(2)
B

(f1, . . . , f5)(x, y) = ∫
R10

m
I
(1)
A

(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ⋅m
I
(2)
B

(η1, . . . , η5)F(∆(1)k1
∆(2)m1

f1)(ξ1, η1) ⋅F(S(1)k1
S
(2)
m1

f2)(ξ2, η2)

⋅F(∆(1)k3
S
(2)
m1

f3)(ξ3, η3) ⋅F(S(1)k1
∆
(2)
≤m5

f4)(ξ4, η4) ⋅F(S(1)k1
∆
(2)
m5

f5)(ξ5, η5) ⋅ e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)e
2πiy(η1+...+η5)d ξ1 . . . d ξ5dη1 . . . d η5.

As in Section 3, we restrict the symbol

∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β1 − ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣β1

ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5
=mCβ1

(ξ1 + ξ2, ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5)
to ±[2k1 ,2k1+1] × [−2k1−1,2k1−1] and denote its localized version by m

k1,±
Cβ1

(ξ1 + ξ2, ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5), on which we

perform a double Fourier series decomposition:

m
k1,±
Cβ1

(ξ1 + ξ2, ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5) = ∑
L1,L2

C±L1,L2
2k1(β1−1)e

2πi(ξ1+ξ2)
L1

2
k1 e

2πi(ξ3+ξ4+ξ5)
L2

2
k1 .

Similarly, letmm1,±
Cβ2

(η1+η2, η3+η4+η5) denote the symbolmCβ2
(η1+η2, η3+η4+η5) localized on ±[2m1 ,2m1+1]×

[−2m1−1,2m1−1], where
mCβ2

(η1 + η2, η3 + η4 + η5) ∶= ∣η1 + . . . + η5∣
β2 − ∣η1 + η2∣β2

η3 + η4 + η5
.

The double Fourier series expansion on mm1,±
Cβ2

yields

m
m1,±
Cβ2

(η1 + η2, η3 + η4 + η5) = ∑
L̃1,L̃2

C±
L̃1,L̃2

2m1(β2−1)e2πi(η1+η2)
L̃1

2
m1 e2πi(η3+η4+η5)

L̃2

2
m1 .

In both cases, the renormalized Fourier coefficients have arbitrary decay. This implies that

∥I(1)
A
× I(2)

B
∥τLpLq ≤ ∑

L1,L2

∣C±L1,L2
∣τ ∑

L̃1,L̃2

∣C±
L̃1,L̃2

∣τ∥Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
(∆(1)

k1,±,
L1

2
k1

∆
(2)

m1,±,
L̃1

2
m1

f1 ⋅ S
(1)

k1,
L1

2
k1

S
(2)

m1,
L̃1

2
m1

f2)∥τp1,2

∥∆(1)
k3,

L2

2
k1

S
(2)

m1,
L̃2

2
m1

f3∥τLp3Lq3
∥Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(S(1)

k1,
L2

2
k1

∆
(2)

≤m5,
L̃2

2
m1

f4 ⋅ S
(1)

k1,
L2

2
k1

∆
(2)

m5,
L̃2

2
m1

f5)∥τp4,5
.

Now we use the boundedness of flag paraproducts of lower complexity: more concretely, the biparameter
variant27 of Lemma 2.2 which describes the localized version of Oh and Wu [18] with the additional observation
that Dγ2

(2)
derivatives will be attached to f5:

∥Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(S(1)

k1,
L2

2
k1

∆
(2)

≤m5,
L̃2

2
m1

f4 ⋅ S
(1)

k1,
L2

2
k1

∆
(2)

m5,
L̃2

2
m1

f5)∥Lp4,5L
q4,5
≲∥Dγ1

(1)
f4∥Lp4Lq4 ∥∆(2)m5

D
γ2

(2)
f5∥Lp5Lq5

+ ∥f4∥Lp4Lq4 ∥∆(2)m5
D

γ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
f5∥Lp5Lq5 .

Here, we need to assume that p4,5 > 1
1+γ1

, while q4,5 can be any Lebesgue exponent ≥ 1
2
. Similarly,28

∥Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
(∆(1)

k1,±,
L1

2
k1

∆
(2)

m1,±,
L̃1

2
m1

f1 ⋅ S
(1)

k1,
L1

2
k1

S
(2)

m1,
L̃1

2
m1

f2)∥Lp1,2
≲ ∥∆(1)k1

∆(2)m1
Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
f1∥Lp1Lq1 ∥f2∥Lp2Lq2 ,

with p1,2, q1,2 ≥ 1
2
.

For simplicity, we denote (F4, F5) either of the couples (Dγ1

(1)
f4, f5) or (f4,Dγ1

(1)
f5), and F1 ∶=Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
f1.

Since the renormalized Fourier coefficients C±L1,L2
and C±

L̃1,L̃2

are summable and all the Fourier projections

P
(j)
k,a are bounded on LpjLqj spaces with 1 ≤ pj, qj ≤∞, we are left with summing

∑
k3<k1

∑
m5<m1

2k1(β1−1)τ2k3τ2m1(β2−1)τ2m5τ ∥∆(1)k1
∆(2)m1

F1∥τLp1Lq1 ∥f2∥τLp2Lq2 ∥∆(1)k3
f3∥τLp3Lq3 ∥F4∥τLp4Lq4 ∥∆(2)m5

D
γ2

(2)
F5∥τLp5Lq5 .

(4.5)

Since f2 and F4 have no contribution in the summation, we put them on the side and estimate what is left
of (4.5) as

∑
k1,m1

min (2k1β1τ2m1β2τ∥F1∥τḂ0
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥f3∥τḂ0

p3,∞Lq3
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥τLp5Ḃ0

q5,∞
,(4.6)

27The general statement will be presented in Proposition 5.3.
28Here we use implicitly (2.16) and (2.19)
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2k1β1τ2−m1ǫ2τ∥F1∥τ
Ḃ0

p1,∞Ḃ
β2
q1,∞
∥f3∥τḂ0

p3,∞Lq3
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥τLp5 Ḃ

ǫ2
q5,∞

,

2−k1ǫ1τ2m1β2τ∥F1∥τ
Ḃ

β1
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥f3∥τḂǫ1

p3,∞Lq3
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥τLp5Ḃ0

q5,∞
,

2−k1ǫ1τ2−m1ǫ2τ∥F1∥τ
Ḃ

β1
p1,∞Ḃ

β2
q1,∞
∥f3∥τḂǫ1

p3,∞Lq3
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥τLp5Ḃ

ǫ2
q5,∞
).

The aim here is to obtain both positive and negative powers of 2k1 and 2m1 respectively, which will allow to
sum both the small and the large scales. Now the key observation is the following:

∑
k1,m1

min(ak1
am1

A,ak1
bm1

B, bk1
am1

C, bk1
bm1

D) ≤ ∑
k1

min (ak1∑
m1

min(am1
A, bm1

B), bk1∑
m1

min(am1
C, bm1

D)).
(4.7)

We have seen before that

∑
m1

min(2am1A,2−bm1B) ≤ A b
a+bB

a
a+b ,

so we have

∑
k1,m1

min(2a1k12a2m1A,2a1k12−b2m1B,2−b1k12a2m1C,2−b1k12−b2m1D)

≤ ∑
k1

min(2a1k1A
b2

a2+b2B
a2

a2+b2 ,2−b1k1C
b2

a2+b2 D
a2

a2+b2 )

≤ (A b2
a2+b2 B

a2

a2+b2 ) b1
a1+b1 (C b2

a2+b2D
a2

a2+b2 ) a1

a1+b1 .(4.8)

Up to this point, the argument is similar to Lemma 4.5 in OhWu [18]. It remains however to justify that

we have the correct terms and the correct powers. We have obtained that ∥I(1)A × I(2)B ∥LpLq is bounded by a
geometric average of

∥f2∥Lp2Lq2 , ∥F1∥Ḃ0
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥f3∥Ḃ0

p3,∞Lq3 ∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5 Ḃ0

q5,∞
, ∥F1∥Ḃ0

p1,∞Ḃ
β2
q1,∞
∥f3∥Ḃ0

p3,∞Lq3 ∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5 Ḃ

ǫ2
q5,∞

,

∥F4∥Lp4Lq4 , ∥F1∥Ḃβ1
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥f3∥Ḃǫ1

p3,∞Lq3 ∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5 Ḃ0

q5,∞
, ∥F1∥Ḃβ1

p1,∞Ḃ
β2
q1,∞
∥f3∥Ḃǫ1

p3,∞Lq3 ∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5Ḃ

ǫ2
q5,∞

.

In our case, a1 = β1, a2 = β2, b1 = ǫ1, b2 = ǫ2 and

A = ∥F1∥Ḃ0
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥f3∥Ḃ0

p3,∞Lq3
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5 Ḃ0

q5,∞
, B = ∥F1∥Ḃ0

p1,∞Ḃ
β2
q1,∞
∥f3∥Ḃ0

p3,∞Lq3
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5Ḃ

ǫ2
q5,∞

C = ∥F1∥Ḃβ1
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥f3∥Ḃǫ1

p3,∞Lq3 ∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5 Ḃ0

q5,∞
, D = ∥F1∥Ḃβ1

p1,∞Ḃ
β2
q1,∞
∥f3∥Ḃǫ1

p3,∞Lq3 ∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5Ḃ

ǫ2
q5,∞

.

Now we need to understand what happens to the ǫ1 and ǫ2 derivatives encoded in the mixed Besov and
Lebesgue norms. First, we look at the interaction between A and B; ∥f3∥Ḃ0

p3,∞Lq3 remains unchanged, and

similar to the one-parameter Leibniz rule from Section 2.2,

(∥F1∥Ḃ0
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5Ḃ0

q5,∞
) ǫ2

β2+ǫ2 ⋅ (∥F1∥Ḃ0
p1,∞Ḃ

β2
q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5 Ḃ

ǫ2
q5,∞
) β2

β2+ǫ2

≲ (∥F1∥Ḃ0
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5 Ḃ

β2
q5,∞
) ǫ2

β2+ǫ2 ⋅ (∥F1∥Ḃ0
p1,∞Ḃ

β2
q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5Ḃ0

q5,∞
) β2

β2+ǫ2 .

For the C and D interaction, initially ∥f3∥Ḃǫ1
p3,∞Lq3 remains unchanged and the Besov norm interpolation

(2.11) yields

(∥F1∥Ḃβ1
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5Ḃ0

q5,∞
) ǫ2

β2+ǫ2 ⋅ (∥F1∥Ḃβ1
p1,∞Ḃ

β2
q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5 Ḃ

ǫ2
q5,∞
) β2

β2+ǫ2

≲ (∥F1∥Ḃβ1
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5 Ḃ

β2
q5,∞
) ǫ2

β2+ǫ2 ⋅ (∥F1∥Ḃβ1
p1,∞Ḃ

β2
q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5Ḃ0

q5,∞
) β2

β2+ǫ2 .

So (4.8), for our particular choice of A, . . . ,D, a1, . . . , b2, is bounded above by

((∥f3∥Ḃ0
p3,∞Lq3 ∥F1∥Ḃ0

p1,∞Ḃ0
q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5Ḃ

β2
q5,∞
) ǫ2

β2+ǫ2 ⋅ (∥f3∥Ḃ0
p3,∞Lq3 ∥F1∥Ḃ0

p1,∞Ḃ
β2
q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5 Ḃ0

q5,∞
) β2

β2+ǫ2 )
ǫ1

β1+ǫ1

⋅ ((∥f3∥Ḃǫ1
p3,∞Lq3

∥F1∥Ḃβ1
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5Ḃ

β2
q5,∞
) ǫ2

β2+ǫ2 ⋅ (∥f3∥Ḃǫ1
p3,∞Lq3

∥F1∥Ḃβ1
p1,∞Ḃ

β2
q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5 Ḃ0

q5,∞
) β2

β2+ǫ2 )
β1

β1+ǫ1
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Notice that we removed the ǫ2 parameter from the Besov norms in the second variable, and that the derivatives
have been redistributed thanks to the interpolation result (2.10). Now we regroup the terms, and the expression
above becomes

((∥f3∥Ḃ0
p3,∞Lq3 ∥F1∥Ḃ0

p1,∞Ḃ0
q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5Ḃ

β2
q5,∞
) ǫ1

β1+ǫ1 ⋅ (∥f3∥Ḃǫ1
p3,∞Lq3 ∥F1∥Ḃβ1

p1,∞Ḃ0
q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5 Ḃ

β2
q5,∞
) β1

β1+ǫ1 )
ǫ2

β2+ǫ2

⋅ ((∥f3∥Ḃǫ1
p3,∞Lq3

∥F1∥Ḃβ1
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5Ḃ

β2
q5,∞
) ǫ1

β1+ǫ1 ⋅ (∥f3∥Ḃǫ1
p3,∞Lq3

∥F1∥Ḃβ1
p1,∞Ḃ

β2
q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5 Ḃ0

q5,∞
) β1

β1+ǫ1 )
β2

β2+ǫ2
.

On the first line, ∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5 Ḃ

β2
q5,∞

remains unchanged and

(∥f3∥Ḃ0
p3,∞Lq3 ∥F1∥Ḃ0

p1,∞Ḃ0
q1,∞
) ǫ1

β1+ǫ1 ⋅ (∥f3∥Ḃǫ1
p3,∞Lq3 ∥F1∥Ḃβ1

p1,∞Ḃ0
q1,∞
) β1

β1+ǫ1

≲ (∥f3∥Ḃβ1
p3,∞Lq3

∥F1∥Ḃ0
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
) ǫ1

β1+ǫ1 ⋅ (∥f3∥Ḃ0
p3,∞Lq3

∥F1∥Ḃβ1
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
) β1

β1+ǫ1 .

The second line can be estimated similarly; thus (4.8) is bounded above by

((∥f3∥Ḃβ1
p3,∞Lq3

∥F1∥Ḃ0
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5Ḃ

β2
q5,∞
) ǫ1

β1+ǫ1 ⋅ (∥f3∥Ḃ0
p3,∞Lq3

∥F1∥Ḃβ1
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5 Ḃ

β2
q5,∞
) β1

β1+ǫ1 )
ǫ2

β2+ǫ2

⋅ ((∥f3∥Ḃ0
p3,∞Lq3 ∥F1∥Ḃβ1

p1,∞Ḃ0
q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5Ḃ

β2
q5,∞
) ǫ1

β1+ǫ1 ⋅ (∥f3∥Ḃ0
p3,∞Lq3 ∥F1∥Ḃβ1

p1,∞Ḃ
β2
q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5 Ḃ0

q5,∞
) β1

β1+ǫ1 )
β2

β2+ǫ2

which can be further estimated by

∥f3∥Ḃβ1
p3,∞Lq3

∥F1∥Ḃ0
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5 Ḃ

β2
q5,∞
+ ∥f3∥Ḃ0

p3,∞Lq3 ∥F1∥Ḃβ1
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5Ḃ

β2
q5,∞

+ ∥f3∥Ḃ0
p3,∞Lq3 ∥F1∥Ḃβ1

p1,∞Ḃ0
q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5Ḃ

β2
q5,∞
+ ∥f3∥Ḃ0

p3,∞Lq3 ∥F1∥Ḃβ1
p1,∞Ḃ

β2
q1,∞
∥Dγ2

(2)
F5∥Lp5 Ḃ0

q5,∞
.

● I
(1)
A × I

(2)
A ) This case is simpler than the previous one, which is why we will only briefly present the arguments.

The multiplier m
I
(1)
A

(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ⋅mI
(2)
A

(η1, . . . , η5) is given by

( ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β1 − ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣β1

ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5
⋅ ξ3 ⋅ ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α1 ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ1) ⋅ ( ∣η1 + . . . + η5∣β2 − ∣η1 + η2∣β2

η3 + η4 + η5
⋅ η3 ⋅ ∣η1 + η2∣α2 ∣η4 + η5∣γ2).

After summing over k2, k4, k5 ≪ k1 and m2,m4,m5 ≪m1, the associated operator from (4.3) becomes

T k1,k3;m1,m3

m
I
(1)
A

,m
I
(2)
A

(f1, . . . , f5)(x, y) = ∫
R10

m
I
(1)
A

(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ⋅mI
(2)
A

(η1, . . . , η5)F(∆(1)k1
∆(2)m1

f1)(ξ1, η1) ⋅F(S(1)k1
S(2)m1

f2)(ξ2, η2)
⋅F(∆(1)k3

∆(2)m3
f3)(ξ3, η3) ⋅F(S(1)k1

S(2)m1
f4)(ξ4, η4) ⋅F(S(1)k1

S(2)m1
f5)(ξ5, η5) ⋅ e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)e2πiy(η1+...+η5)dξ1 . . . d ξ5dη1 . . . d η5.

Notice that the operator is symmetric in the first and second parameter, in the sense that the conical frequency
regions are described by similar inequalities and the multipliers are similar. We continue with the usual Fourier
series decomposition, which allows to regard Tm

I
(1)
A

,m
I
(2)
A

(f1, . . . , f5) as a superposition of (modulated) terms of

the form

2k1(β1−1)2k3 2m1(β2−1)2m3(∆(1)
k1

∆(2)m1
Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
f1)(x, y) ⋅ S(1)k1

S(2)m1
f2(x, y)

⋅∆(1)
k3

∆(2)m3
f3(x, y) ⋅Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(S(1)

k1
S(2)m1

f4 ⋅ S
(1)
k1
S(2)m1

f5)(x, y).
When each of these terms is estimated in ∥ ⋅ ∥τLpLq , they are bounded above by

2k1(β1−1)τ2k3τ 2m1(β2−1)τ2m3τ∥∆(1)k1
∆(2)m1

Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
f1∥τLp1Lq1 ∥S(1)k1

S(2)m1
f2∥τLp2Lq2

∥∆(1)
k3

∆(2)m3
f3∥τLp3Lq3 ∥Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(S(1)

k1
S(2)m1

f4 ⋅ S
(1)
k1
S(2)m1

f5)∥τLp4,5L
q4,5

≲2k1(β1−1)τ2k3τ 2m1(β2−1)τ2m3τ∥∆(1)
k1

∆(2)m1
Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
f1∥τLp1Lq1 ∥∆(1)k3

∆(2)m3
f3∥τLp3Lq3

∥f2∥τLp2Lq2 (∥Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
f4∥Lp4Lq4 ∥f5∥Lp5Lq5 + . . . + ∥f4∥Lp4Lq4 ∥Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
f5∥Lp5Lq5 )τ

The summation over k3 < k1,m3 <m1 will only affect the first line in the term above, and it can be estimated
by

∑
k1,m1

min (2k1β1τ2m1β2τ∥Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
f1∥τḂ0

p1,∞Ḃ0
q1,∞
∥f3∥τḂ0

p3,∞Ḃ0
q3,∞

,2k1β1τ2−m1ǫ2τ ∥Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
f1∥τ

Ḃ0
p1,∞Ḃ

β2
q1,∞
∥f3∥τḂ0

p3,∞Ḃ
ǫ2
p3,∞

,
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2−k1ǫ1τ2m1β2τ∥Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
f1∥τ

Ḃ
β1
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥f3∥τḂǫ1

p3,∞Ḃ0
p3,∞

,2−k1ǫ1τ2−m1ǫ2τ ∥Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
f1∥τ

Ḃ
β1
p1,∞Ḃ

β2
q1,∞
∥f3∥τḂǫ1

p3,∞Ḃ
ǫ2
q3,∞
).

The procedure described in treating I
(1)
A
× I(2)

B
will eventually yield that this is majorized by

(∥Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
f1∥τḂ0

p1,∞Ḃ0
q1,∞
∥f3∥τ

Ḃ
β1
p3,∞Ḃ

β2
q3,∞
) ǫ1

β1+ǫ1
⋅

ǫ2
β2+ǫ2 ⋅ (∥Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
f1∥Ḃβ1

p1,∞Ḃ0
q1,∞
∥f3∥τ

Ḃ0
p3,∞Ḃ

β2
q3,∞
) β1

β1+ǫ1
⋅

ǫ2
β2+ǫ2

⋅ (∥Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
f1∥Ḃ0

p1,∞Ḃ
β2
q1,∞
∥f3∥τ

Ḃ
β1
p3,∞Ḃ0

q3,∞
) ǫ1

β1+ǫ1
⋅

β2

β2+ǫ2 ⋅ (∥Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
f1∥Ḃβ1

p1,∞Ḃ
β2
q1,∞
∥f3∥τḂ0

p3,∞Ḃ0
q3,∞
) β1

β1+ǫ1
⋅

β2

β2+ǫ2 .

● I
(1)
A
× I
(2)
C
) We recall that the symbol m

I
(1)
A

(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ⋅mI
(2)
C

(η1, . . . , η5) is

( ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣
β1 − ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣β1

ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5
⋅ ξ3 ⋅ ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α1 ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ1) ⋅ ( ∣η1 + η2∣

α2+β2 − ∣η1∣α2+β2

η2
⋅ η2 ⋅ ∣η4 + η5∣γ2)

and thus the associated operator, obtained after a suitable regrouping of the terms, is

Tm
I
(1)
A

,m
I
(2)
C

(f1, . . . , f5)(x, y) = ∫
R10

m
I
(1)
A

(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ⋅mI
(2)
C

(η1, . . . , η5)F(∆(1)k1
∆(2)m1

f1)(ξ1, η1) ⋅F(S(1)k1
∆(2)m2

f2)(ξ2, η2)
⋅F(∆(1)

k3
S(2)m1

f3)(ξ3, η3) ⋅F(S(1)k1
S(2)m1

f4)(ξ4, η4) ⋅F(S(1)k1
S(2)m1

f5)(ξ5, η5) ⋅ e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)e2πiy(η1+...+η5)dξ1 . . . d ξ5dη1 . . . d η5.

Thanks to the usual Fourier series decomposition, the commutator estimates and result on lower complexity
flags localized in frequency, we are left with summing

∑
k3<k1

∑
m2<m1

2k1(β1−1)τ2k3τ2k1α1τ 2m1(α2+β2−1)τ2m2τ∥∆(1)
k1

∆(2)m1
f1∥τLp1Lq1 ∥S(1)k1

∆(2)m2
f2∥τLp2Lq2

∥∆(1)
k3
S(2)m1

f3∥τLp3Lq3 ∥Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(S(1)

k1
S(2)m1

f4 ⋅ S
(1)
k1
S(2)m1

f5)∥τLp4,5L
q4,5

≲ ∑
k3<k1

∑
m2<m1

2k1(β1−1)τ2k3τ 2m1(α2+β2−1)τ2m2τ∥∆(1)
k1

∆(2)m1
Dα1

(1)
f1∥τLp1Lq1 ∥∆(2)m2

f2∥τLp2Lq2 ∥∆(1)k3
f3∥τLp3Lq3

⋅ (∥Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
f4∥Lp4Lq4 ∥f5∥Lp5Lq5 + . . . + ∥f4∥Lp4Lq4 ∥Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
f5∥Lp5Lq5)τ .

Setting aside the term involving the Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
derivatives applied to (projections of) the functions f4 and f5,

the term above is bounded by

∑
k1,m1

min (2k1β1τ2m1(α2+β2)τ∥Dα1

(1)
f1∥τḂ0

p1,∞Ḃ0
q1,∞
∥f2∥τLp2Ḃ0

q2,∞
∥f3∥τḂ0

p3,∞Lq3
,

2k1β1τ2−m1ǫ2τ ∥Dα1

(1)
f1∥τ

Ḃ0
p1,∞Ḃ

α2+β2
q1,∞

∥f2∥τLp2 Ḃ
ǫ2
q2,∞
∥f3∥τḂ0

p3,∞Lq3
,

2−k1ǫ1τ2m1(α2+β2)τ∥Dα1

(1)
f1∥τ

Ḃ
β1
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥f2∥τLp2 Ḃ0

q2,∞
∥f3∥τḂǫ1

p3,∞Lq3
,

2−k1ǫ1τ2−m1ǫ2τ ∥Dα1

(1)
f1∥τ

Ḃ
β1
p1,∞Ḃ

α2+β2
q1,∞

∥f2∥τLp2 Ḃ
ǫ2
q2,∞
∥f3∥τḂǫ1

p3,∞Lq3
).

Eventually, we get

(∥Dα1

(1)
f1∥τḂ0

p1,∞Ḃ0
q1,∞
∥f2∥τ

Lp2 Ḃ
α2+β2
q2,∞

∥f3∥τ
Ḃ

β1
p3,∞Lq3

) ǫ1
β1+ǫ1

⋅
ǫ2

β2+ǫ2 ⋅ (∥Dα1

(1)
f1∥τ

Ḃ
β1
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥f2∥τ

Lp2Ḃ
α2+β2
q2,∞

∥f3∥τḂ0
p3,∞Lq3

) β1

β1+ǫ1
⋅

ǫ2
β2+ǫ2

⋅ (∥Dα1

(1)
f1∥τ

Ḃ0
p1,∞Ḃ

α2+β2
q1,∞

∥f2∥τLp2 Ḃ0
q2,∞
∥f3∥τ

Ḃ
β1
p3,∞Lq3

) ǫ1
β1+ǫ1

⋅
β2

β2+ǫ2 ⋅ (∥Dα1

(1)
f1∥τ

Ḃ
β1
p1,∞Ḃ

α2+β2
q1,∞

∥f2∥τLp2 Ḃ0
q2,∞
∥f3∥τḂ0

p3,∞Lq3
) β1

β1+ǫ1
⋅

β2

β2+ǫ2 .

● I
(1)
A × I

(2)
D ) The symbol m

I
(1)
A

(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ⋅mI
(2)
D

(η1, . . . , η5) is

( ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β1 − ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣β1

ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5
⋅ ξ3 ⋅ ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α1 ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ1) ⋅ (∣η1∣α2+β2 ⋅ ∣η4 + η5∣γ2)

and the operator associated to it, obtained after summing in k2, k4, k5 ≪ k1 and m2,m3,m4,m5 ≪m1, is

T k1,k3;m1

m
I
(1)
A

,m
I
(2)
D

(f1, . . . , f5)(x, y) = ∫
R10

m
I
(1)
A

(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ⋅mI
(2)
D

(η1, . . . , η5)F(∆(1)k1
∆(2)m1

f1)(ξ1, η1) ⋅F(S(1)k1
S(2)m1

f2)(ξ2, η2)
⋅F(∆(1)

k3
S(2)m1

f3)(ξ3, η3) ⋅F(S(1)k1
S(2)m1

f4)(ξ4, η4) ⋅F(S(1)k1
S(2)m1

f5)(ξ5, η5) ⋅ e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)e2πiy(η1+...+η5)dξ1 . . . d ξ5dη1 . . . d η5.
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In the second parameter, we need to switch the order of summation: each S
(2)
m1
fl will be written as

S(2)m1
fl = fl −∆(2)≻m1

fl,
29 for all 2 ≤ l ≤ 5.

Then T k1,k3;m1

m
I
(1)
A

,m
I
(2)
D

(f1, . . . , f5) becomes

∫
R10

m
I
(1)
A

(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ⋅mI
(2)
D

(η1, . . . , η5)F(∆(1)k1
∆(2)m1

f1)(ξ1, η1) ⋅F(S(1)k1
f2)(ξ2, η2)(4.9)

⋅F(∆(1)k3
f3)(ξ3, η3) ⋅F(S(1)k1

f4)(ξ4, η4) ⋅F(S(1)k1
)(ξ5, η5) ⋅ e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)e2πiy(η1+...+η5)dξ

−∫
R10

m
I
(1)
A

(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ⋅mI
(2)
D

(η1, . . . , η5)F(∆(1)k1
∆(2)m1

f1)(ξ1, η1) ⋅F(S(1)k1
∆(2)≻m1

f2)(ξ2, η2)(4.10)

⋅F(∆(1)
k3
f3)(ξ3, η3) ⋅F(S(1)k1

f4)(ξ4, η4) ⋅F(S(1)k1
f5)(ξ5, η5) ⋅ e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)e2πiy(η1+...+η5)dξ

−∫
R10

m
I
(1)
A

(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ⋅mI
(2)
D

(η1, . . . , η5)F(∆(1)k1
∆(2)m1

f1)(ξ1, η1) ⋅F(S(1)k1
f2)(ξ2, η2)(4.11)

⋅F(∆(1)
k3
f3)(ξ3, η3) ⋅F(S(1)k1

∆(2)≻m1
f4)(ξ4, η4) ⋅F(S(1)k1

f5)(ξ5, η5) ⋅ e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)e2πiy(η1+...+η5)dξ

+ similar terms.

If we sum in m1, the first term becomes

∫
R10

m
I
(1)
A

(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ⋅ ∣η4 + η5∣γ2F(∆(1)
k1
D

α2+β2

(2)
f1)(ξ1, η1) ⋅F(S(1)k1

f2)(ξ2, η2) ⋅F(∆(1)k3
f3)(ξ3, η3)

⋅F(S(1)
k1
f4)(ξ4, η4) ⋅F(S(1)k1

f5)(ξ5, η5) ⋅ e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)e2πiy(η1+...+η5)dξ.

So besides the Dγ2

(2)
derivatives acting on f4 and f5 (thus an object of lower complexity), we have fundamentally

a one-parameter Leibniz rule. We use Fourier series for decomposing the symbol m
I
(1)
A

(ξ1, . . . , ξ5), and the

boundedness of (4.9) in ∥ ⋅ ∥τLpLq is a consequence of

∑
k3<k1

2k1(β1−1)τ2k3τ2k1α1τ∥∆(1)
k1
D

α2+β2

(2)
f1∥τLp1Lq1 ∥S(1)k1

f2∥τLp2Lq2∆
(1)
k3
f3∥τLp3Lq3 ∥Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(S(1)

k1
f4 ⋅ S

(1)
k1
f5)∥τLp4,5Lq4,5

≲ ∑
k3<k1

2k1(β1−1)τ2k3τ ∥∆(1)
k1
Dα1

(1)
D

α2+β2

(2)
f1∥τLp1Lq1 ∥f2∥τLp2Lq2 ∥∆(1)k3

f3∥τLp3Lq3

⋅ (∥Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
f4∥Lp4Lq4 ∥f5∥Lp5Lq5 + . . . + ∥f4∥Lp4Lq4 ∥Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
f5∥Lp5Lq5)τ

Only the functions f1 and f3 will participate in the summation, and the optimization resembles the one-
parameter case discussed in Section 2.2:

∑
k1

min (2k1β1τ ∥Dα1

(1)
D

α2+β2

(2)
f1∥τḂ0

p1,∞Lq1
∥f3∥τḂ0

p3,∞Lq3
,2−k1ǫ1τ∥Dα1

(1)
D

α2+β2

(2)
f1∥τ

Ḃ
β1
p1,∞Lq1

∥f3∥τḂǫ1
p3,∞Lq3

)

≲ (∥Dα1

(1)
D

α2+β2

(2)
f1∥τḂ0

p1,∞Lq1
∥f3∥τ

Ḃ
β1
p3,∞Lq3

) ǫ1
β1+ǫ1 ⋅ (∥Dα1

(1)
D

α2+β2

(2)
f1∥τ

Ḃ
β1
p1,∞Lq1

∥f3∥τḂ0
p3,∞Lq3

) β1

β1+ǫ1 .

We return to (4.10), for which the summation in m1 is performed outside the ∥ ⋅ ∥τLpLq quasi-norms:

∑
k3<k1

∑
m1

2k1(β1−1)τ2k3τ2k1α1τ2m1(α2+β2)τ∥∆(1)
k1

∆(2)m1
f1∥τLp1Lq1 ∥S(1)k1

∆(2)≻m1
f2∥τLp2Lq2

∥∆(1)
k3
f3∥τLp3Lq3 ∥Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(S(1)

k1
f4 ⋅ S

(1)
k1
f5)∥τLp4,5L

q4,5

≲ ∑
k3<k1

∑
m1

2k1(β1−1)τ2k3τ2m1(α2+β2)τ∥∆(1)
k1
Dα1

(1)
D

α2+β2

(2)
f1∥τLp1Lq1 ∥∆(2)≻m1

f2∥τLp2Lq2 ∥∆(1)k3
f3∥τLp3Lq3

⋅ (∥Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
f4∥Lp4Lq4 ∥f5∥Lp5Lq5 + . . . + ∥f4∥Lp4Lq4 ∥Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
f5∥Lp5Lq5 )τ .

Using the observation that

∥∆(2)≻m1
f2∥Lp2Lq2 ≤min (∥f2∥Lp2Lq2 ,2

−m1ǫ∥f2∥Lp2 Ḃǫ
q2,∞
),

we notice that the term on the first line is majorized by

∑
k1,m1

min (2k1β1τ2m1(α2+β2)τ∥f1∥τḂ0
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥f2∥τLp2Lq2 ∥f3∥τḂ0

p3,∞Lq3 ,2
k1β1τ2−m1ǫ2τ∥f1∥τ

Ḃ0
p1,∞Ḃ

α2+β2
q1,∞

∥f2∥τLp2 Ḃ
ǫ2
q2,∞
∥f3∥τḂ0

p3,∞Lq3 ,

29As in the one-parameter setting, ∆
(j)
≻mfl ∶= ∑

m̃>m−3

∆
(j)
m̃
fl, and has the same properties as ∆≻mfl defined in (2.17).
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2−k1ǫ1τ2m1(α2+β2)τ∥f1∥τ
Ḃ

β1
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥f2∥τLp2Lq2 ∥f3∥τḂǫ1

p3,∞Lq3 ,2
−k1ǫ1τ2−m1ǫ2τ∥f1∥τ

Ḃ
β1
p1,∞Ḃ

α2+β2
q1,∞

∥f2∥τLp2 Ḃ
ǫ2
q2,∞
∥f3∥τḂǫ1

p3,∞Lq3
).

This will eventually produce the expected term – the computations follow the usual pattern.
Finally, we take a quick look at (4.11) as well, since the structure of the subtree associated to Dγ2

(2)
(f4 ⋅ f5)

becomes a part of the analysis. Without loss of generality (since the other case is similar), we further restrict
the symbol to the conical region ∣η4∣ ≤ ∣η5∣. Using the usual Fourier series expansion in the first variable in order
to tensorize the symbol, we are led ultimately to estimating30

∑
k3≪k1
m1,m5

2(β1−1)k1τ2k3τ2m1(α2+β2)∥∆(1)k1
∆(2)m1

D
α1

(1)f1∥τLp1Lq1 ∥f2∥τLp2Lq2 ∥∆(1)k3
f3∥τLp3Lq3 ∥D(2)γ2 (S(1)k1

∆(2)≻m1
∆
(2)
≤m5

D
γ1
(1)f4S

(1)
k1

∆(2)m5
f5) ∥τLp4,5L

q4,5 .

The only way ∆
(2)
≻m1

S
(2)
k5

is non-zero is if m5 ≻m1 so that we can restrict the above expression to the sum over
m5 ≻m1. We also invoke the localized Leibniz rule:

∥D(2)γ2
(S(1)

k1
∆(2)≻m1

∆
(2)
≤m5

D
γ1

(1)
f4 ⋅ S

(1)
k1

∆(2)m5
f5) ∥Lp4,5L

q4,5 ≲ ∥S(1)k1
∆(2)≻m1

D
γ1

(1)
f4∥Lp4Lq4 ∥S(1)k1

∆(2)m5
D

γ2

(2)
f5∥Lp5Lq5 .

This means that the term above can be further estimated by

∑
k3≪k1

m5≻m1

2(β1−1)k1τ2k3τ2m1(α2+β2)∥∆(1)
k1

∆(2)m1
Dα1

(1)
f1∥τLp1Lq1 ∥f2∥τLp2Lq2 ∥∆(1)k3

f3∥τLp3Lq3 ∥Dγ1

(1)
f4∥τLp4Lq4 ∥∆(2)m5

D
γ2

(2)
f5∥τLp5Lq5 .

We put f2 and f4 aside, and what is left will be bounded (through the usual process) by

(∥Dα1

(1)f1∥τḂ0
p1,∞Ḃ

α2+β2
q1,∞

∥f3∥τ
Ḃ

β1
p3,∞Lq3

∥Dγ2
(2)f5∥τLp5 Ḃ0

q5,∞
)

ǫ1
β1+ǫ1

⋅
ǫ2

β2+ǫ2 ⋅ (∥Dα1

(1)f1∥τḂβ1
p1,∞Ḃ

α2+β2
q1,∞

∥f3∥τḂ0
p3,∞Lq3 ∥Dγ2

(2)f5∥τLp5 Ḃ0
q5,∞
)

β1

β1+ǫ1
⋅

ǫ2
β2+ǫ2

⋅ (∥Dα1

(1)f1∥
τ

Ḃ0
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥f3∥τ

Ḃ
β1
p3,∞Lq3

∥Dγ2
(2)f5∥

τ

Lp5 Ḃ
α2+β2
q5,∞

)
ǫ1

β1+ǫ1
⋅

β2

β2+ǫ2 ⋅ (∥Dα1

(1)f1∥
τ

Ḃ
β1
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥f3∥τḂ0

p3,∞Lq3 ∥Dγ2
(2)f5∥

τ

Lp5 Ḃ
α2+β2
q5,∞

)
β1

β1+ǫ1
⋅

β2

β2+ǫ2 .

The remaining terms can be treated in a similar way.

● I
(1)
B × I

(2)
A ) The case I

(1)
B × I

(2)
A is symmetric to I

(1)
A × I

(2)
B .

● I
(1)
B
× I
(2)
B
) The frequency symbol m

I
(1)
B

(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ⋅mI
(2)
B

(η1, . . . , η5) is described by

( ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣
β1 − ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣β1

ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5
⋅ (ξ4 + ξ5) ⋅ ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α1 ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ1) ⋅ ( ∣η1 + . . . + η5∣

β2 − ∣η1 + η2∣β2

η3 + η4 + η5
⋅ (η4 + η5) ⋅ ∣η1 + η2∣α2 ∣η4 + η5∣γ2).

The “low scales” correspond to ξ4 + ξ5 in the first parameter and to η4 +η5 in the second one; for the purpose
of deciding which functions will be involved in the optimization part, we need to decide which of ∣ξ4∣ and ∣ξ5∣ is
larger (similarly for ∣η4∣ and ∣η5∣). We assume that ∣ξ5∣ ≤ ∣ξ4∣ and ∣η4∣ ≤ ∣η5∣, which is one of the more convoluted
situations.

The associated operator of interest is

T k1,k4;m1,m5

m
I
(1)
B

,m
I
(2)
B

(f1, . . . , f5)(x, y) = ∫
R10

m
I
(1)
B

(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ⋅mI
(2)
B

(η1, . . . , η5)F(∆(1)k1
∆(2)m1

f1)(ξ1, η1) ⋅F(S(1)k1
S(2)m1

f2)(ξ2, η2)
⋅F(S(1)

k1
S(2)m1

f3)(ξ3, η3) ⋅F(∆(1)k4
∆
(2)
≤m5

f4)(ξ4, η4) ⋅F(∆(1)≤k4
∆(2)m5

f5)(ξ5, η5) ⋅ e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)e2πiy(η1+...+η5)dξ1 . . . d ξ5dη1 . . . d η5.

The usual double Fourier series decomposition of the frequency-localized commutator symbols mcβ1
(ξ1 +

ξ2, ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5) and mcβ2
(η1 + η2, η3 + η4 + η5) allows to reduce the problem concerning the boundedness of

T k1,k4;m1,m5

m
I
(1)
B

,m
I
(2)
B

(f1, . . . , f5) to subtrees . Using results concerning bi-parameter paraproducts (flags of lower com-

plexity), we deduce

∥T k1,k4;m1,m5

m
I
(1)
B

,m
I
(2)
B

(f1, . . . , f5)∥τLpLq ≲ 2k1(β1−1)τ2k4τ2k1α1τ2k4γ1τ2m1(β2−1)τ2m5τ2m1α2τ2m5γ2τ

⋅ ∥∆(1)
k1

∆(2)m1
f1∥τLp1Lq1 ∥S(1)k1

S(2)m1
f2∥τLp2Lq2 ∥S(1)k1

S(2)m1
f3∥τLp3Lq3 ∥∆(1)k4

∆
(2)
≤m5

f4∥τLp4Lq4 ∥∆(1)≤k4
∆(2)m5

f5∥τLp5Lq5

≲ 2k1(β1−1)τ2k4τ2m1(β2−1)τ2m5τ∥∆(1)
k1

∆(2)m1
Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
f1∥τLp1Lq1 ∥f2∥τLp2Lq2 ∥f3∥τLp3Lq3 ∥∆(1)k4

D
γ1

(1)
f4∥τLp4Lq4 ∥∆(2)m5

D
γ2

(1)
f5∥τLp5Lq5 .

Summing now in k4 < k1, m5 <m1, we obtain the desired upper bound.

30Several similar terms need to be considered.
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● I
(1)
B × I

(2)
C ) The symbol symbol m

I
(1)
B

(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ⋅mI
(2)
C

(η1, . . . , η5) is

( ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣
β1 − ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣β1

ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5
⋅ (ξ4 + ξ5) ⋅ ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α1 ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ1) ⋅ ( ∣η1 + η2∣

α2+β2 − ∣η1∣α2+β2

η2
⋅ η2 ⋅ ∣η4 + η5∣γ2).

We want to study the multiplier

T k1,k4;m1,m2

m
I
(1)
B

,m
I
(2)
C

(f1, . . . , f5)(x, y) = ∫
R10

m
I
(1)
B

(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ⋅mI
(2)
C

(η1, . . . , η5)F(∆(1)k1
∆(2)m1

f1)(ξ1, η1) ⋅F(S(1)k1
∆(2)m2

f2)(ξ2, η2)
⋅F(S(1)

k1
S(2)m1

f3)(ξ3, η3) ⋅F(∆(1)k4
S(2)m1

f4)(ξ4, η4) ⋅F(∆(1)≤k4
S(2)m1

f5)(ξ5, η5) ⋅ e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)e2πiy(η1+...+η5)dξ1 . . . d ξ5dη1 . . . d η5.

As before, we assume without loss of generality that ∣ξ5∣ ≤ ∣ξ4∣. After invoking the Fourier series decomposition,
T k1,k4;m1,m2

m
I
(1)
B

,m
I
(2)
C

(f1, . . . , f5) tensorizes as superpositions of the form

2k1(β1−1)2k42m1(α2+β2−1)2m2 ∥Dα1

(1) (∆
(1)
k1

∆(2)m1
f1S

(1)
k1

∆(2)m2
f2) ∥Lp

1,2L
q
1,2 ∥S(1)k1

S
(2)
m1

f3∥Lp
3Lq

3 ∥Dγ1
(1)D

γ2
(2) (∆

(1)
k4
S
(2)
m1

f4∆
(1)
≤k4

S
(2)
m1

f5) ∥Lp
4,5L

q
4,5 .

These imply that ∥I(1)B × I(2)C ∥τLpLq is bounded by

∑
k4<k1

∑
m2<m1

2k1(β1−1)τ2k4τ2m1(α2+β2−1)τ2m2τ ∥∆(1)
k1

∆(2)m1
Dα1

(1)
f1∥τLp1Lq1 ∥∆(2)m2

f2∥τLp2Lq2 ∥f3∥τLp3Lq3

(∥∆(1)
k4
D

γ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
f4∥Lp1Lq1 ∥f5∥Lp5Lq5 + ∥∆(1)k4

D
γ1

(1)
f4∥Lp4Lq4 ∥Dγ2

(2)
f5∥Lp5Lq5 )τ .

If (F4, F5) denotes either of the couples (Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
f4, f5) or (Dγ1

(1)
f4,D

γ2

(2)
f5), we are left with bounding

∑
k1,m1

min (2k1β1τ2
m1(α2+β2)τ∥f1∥τḂ0

p1,∞Ḃ0
q1,∞
∥f2∥τLp2 Ḃ0

q2,∞
∥F4∥τḂ0

p4,∞Lq4 ,2
k1β1τ2

−m1ǫ2τ∥f1∥τ
Ḃ0

p1,∞Ḃ
α2+β2
q1,∞

∥f2∥τLp2 Ḃ
ǫ2
q2,∞
∥F4∥τḂ0

p4,∞Lq4 ,

2−k1ǫ1τ2m1(α2+β2)τ∥f1∥τ
Ḃ

β1
p1,∞Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥f2∥τLp2 Ḃ0

q2,∞
∥F4∥τḂǫ1

p4,∞Lq4 ,2
−k1ǫ1τ2−m1ǫ2τ∥f1∥τ

Ḃ
β1
p1,∞Ḃ

α2+β2
q1,∞

∥f2∥τLp2 Ḃ
ǫ2
q2,∞
∥F4∥τḂǫ1

p4,∞Lq4
).

Per usual, interpolation and regrouping of the terms produces a desired upper bound.

● I
(1)
D × I

(2)
D ) We want to estimate the operator

T k1;m1

m
I
(1)
D

,m
I
(2)
D

(f1, . . . , f5)(x, y) = ∫
R10

m
I
(1)
D

(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ⋅mI
(2)
D

(η1, . . . , η5)F(∆(1)k1
∆(2)m1

f1)(ξ1, η1) ⋅F(S(1)k1
S(2)m1

f2)(ξ2, η2)
⋅F(S(1)

k1
S(2)m1

f3)(ξ3, η3) ⋅F(S(1)k1
S(2)m1

f4)(ξ4, η4) ⋅F(S(1)k1
S(2)m1

f5)(ξ5, η5) ⋅ e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)e2πiy(η1+...+η5)dξ1 . . . d ξ5dη1 . . . d η5

of symbol m
I
(1)
D

(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ⋅mI
(2)
D

(η1, . . . , η5), which writes as

∣ξ1∣α1+β1 ⋅ ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ1 ⋅ ∣η1∣α2+β2 ⋅ ∣η4 + η5∣γ2 .

In fact, T k1;m1

m
I
(1)
D

,m
I
(2)
D

(f1, . . . , f5) is equal to
(4.12) ∆

(1)
k1

∆(2)m1
D

α1+β1

(1)
D

α2+β2

(2)
f1(x, y) ⋅S(1)k1

S(2)m1
f2(x, y) ⋅S(1)k1

S(2)m1
f3(x, y) ⋅Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(S(1)

k1
S(2)m1

f4 ⋅S
(1)
k1
S(2)m1

f5)(x, y).
Next, we write every S

(1)
k1
S
(2)
m1
F as

S
(1)
k1
S(2)m1

F = F −∆(1)≻k1
F −∆(2)≻m1

F +∆(1)≻k1
∆(2)≻m1

F,

for F being any of the functions f2, f3, f4 or f5. When plugging this in (4.12), we obtain four types of terms.
- The first will simply produce

(4.13) ∆
(1)
k1

∆(2)m1
D

α1+β1

(1)
D

α2+β2

(2)
f1(x, y) ⋅ f2(x, y) ⋅ f3(x, y) ⋅Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(f4 ⋅ f5)(x, y)

and the summation in k1 and m1 – that needs to be performed before taking the ∥ ⋅ ∥LpLq norms – yields

D
α1+β1

(1)
D

α2+β2

(2)
f1(x, y) ⋅ f2(x, y) ⋅ f3(x, y) ⋅Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(f4 ⋅ f5)(x, y),

for which we invoke a mixed-norm Hölder’s inequality.

- There is at most one function “hit” by the ∆
(1)
≻k1

projection, and all the functions are unaffected by ∆
(2)
≻m1

:
for example

∆
(1)
k1

∆(2)m1
D

α1+β1

(1)
D

α2+β2

(2)
f1(x, y)∆(1)≻k1

f2(x, y) ⋅ f3(x, y) ⋅Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(f4 ⋅ f5)(x, y)

or the more involved

∆
(1)
k1

∆(2)m1
D

α1+β1

(1)
D

α2+β2

(2)
f1(x, y)f2(x, y) ⋅ f3(x, y) ⋅Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(f4 ⋅∆(1)≻k1

f5)(x, y)
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which requires a further cone decomposition in the subtree corresponding to Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(f4 ⋅ f5).

In either case, we first sum in m1 to obtain the “full function” ∆
(1)
k1
D

α1+β1

(1)
D

α2+β2

(2)
f1(x, y), and from there

on we continue as in the one-parameter situation ID.

- None of the functions f2, f3, f4, f5 are affected by ∆
(1)
≻k1

, but at most one of them is hit by ∆
(2)
≻m1

; this
situation is symmetric to the previous one.

- At least one of the functions is hit by ∆
(1)
≻k1

, and at least one (possibly a different one) by ∆
(2)
≻m1

; say for
example that we have

(4.14) 2k1(α1+β1)2m1(α2+β2)∆
(1)
k1

∆(2)m1
f1(x, y)f2(x, y) ⋅∆(2)≻m1

f3(x, y) ⋅Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(∆(1)≻k1

f4 ⋅ f5)(x, y).
Then we can write ∆

(2)
≻m1

f3(x, y) as ∑m3
∆
(2)
m3

∆
(2)
≻m1

f3(x, y) and notice that the only non-zero terms corre-
spond to m3 ≻m1. Similarly, we re-decompose

D
γ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(∆(1)≻k1

f4 ⋅ f5)(x, y) = ∑
k4,k5

D
γ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(∆(1)≻k1

∆
(1)
k4
f4 ⋅∆

(1)
k5
f5)(x, y),

which we further restrict to the region ∣ξ5∣ ≤ ∣ξ4∣; then we need to sum

∑
k4≥k5

D
γ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(∆(1)≻k1

∆
(1)
k4
f4 ⋅∆

(1)
k5
f5)(x, y),

which can be reduced to

∑
k4 ∶k4≻k1

D
γ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(∆(1)≻k1

∆
(1)
k4
f4 ⋅ S

(1)
k4
f5)(x, y).

All these produce

∑
k4≻k1

m3≻m1

2k1β1τ2m1β2τ∥∆(1)
k1

∆(2)m1
f1∥τLp1Lq1 ∥f2∥τLp2Lq2 ∥∆(2)m3

f3∥τLp3Lq3 ∥Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(∆(1)

k4
f4 ⋅ S

(1)
k4
f5)∥τLp4,5L

q4,5 ,

which is by now a usual estimate.
● The remaining terms, although not perfectly identical to the ones discussed above, can be treated in a similar
way; the details are left to the reader.

4.2. Study of “diagonal” conical regions. Since the strategy used is the same, we will not repeat the computa-
tions. We emphasize however that this is the situation where the Fourier coefficients corresponding to ∣ξ1+. . .+ξ5∣β1

(or to ∣η1 + . . . + η5∣β2), localized to suitable frequency intervals, will only have limited decay. This forces the con-
ditions

(4.15) p >max ( 1

1 + β1
,

1

1 + β2
), q > 1

1 + β2

on the Lebesgue exponents of the target space, as we will shortly see.
To take an example, we assume that ∣ξ1∣ ∼ ∣ξ5∣, ∣ξ2 ∣, ∣ξ3 ∣, ∣ξ4 ∣≪ ∣ξ1∣, and in the second parameter ∣η1∣ ∼ ∣η2∣, ∣η3∣, ∣η4 ∣, ∣η5 ∣≪

∣η1∣. Then (4.3) will be (morally) replaced by

∑
k,m
∫
R10

(∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β1 ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α1 ∣ξ4 + ξ5∣γ1) ⋅ (∣η1 + . . . + η5∣β2 ∣η1 + η2∣α2 ∣η4 + η5∣γ2)F(∆(1)
k

∆(2)m f1)(ξ1, η1)(4.16)

⋅F(S(1)
k

∆(2)m f2)(ξ2, η2) ⋅ . . . ⋅F(∆(1)k
S(2)m f5)(ξ5, η5)e2πix(ξ1+...+ξ5)e2πiy(η1+...+η5)dξ1 . . . dξ5dη1 . . . dη5

Since

∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣ ≤ C2k, ∣η1 + . . . + η5∣ ≤ C2m,
as discussed in Section 2.2 – equation (2.35), we have that

∣ξ1 + . . . + ξ5∣β1φ(2−k(ξ1 + . . . + ξ5)) = ∑
L∈Z

CL2
kβ1e

2πi L

2k
(ξ1+...+ξ5),

where

∣CL∣ ≲ 1

(1 + ∣L∣)1+β1

.

Similarly,

∣η1 + . . . + η5∣β2φ(2−m(η1 + . . . + η5)) = ∑̃
L∈Z

CL̃2
mβ2e2πi

L̃
2m
(η1+...+η5),
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where

∣CL̃∣ ≲ 1

(1 + ∣L̃∣)1+β2

.

So (4.16) becomes a sum over k,m ∈ Z of terms of the form

2kβ12mβ2 ∑
L,L̃

CLCL̃D
α1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
(∆(1)

k
∆(2)m f1 ⋅ S

(1)
k

∆(2)m f2)(x + L

2k
, y +

L̃

2m
)S(1)

k
S(2)m f3(x + L

2k
, y +

L̃

2m
)(4.17)

⋅Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(S(1)

k
S(2)m f4 ⋅∆

(1)
k
S(2)m f5)(x + L

2k
, y +

L̃

2m
).

Notice that in this context, we prefer to write

Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
(∆(1)

k, L

2k

∆
(2)

m, L̃
2m

f1 ⋅ S
(1)

k, L

2k

∆
(2)

m, L̃
2m

f2)(x, y)
as

Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
(∆(1)

k
∆(2)m f1 ⋅ S

(1)
k

∆(2)m f2)(x + L

2k
, y +

L̃

2m
).

This allows us to first integrate in y without taking into account the effect of the modulation in the L parameter,
which only acts in the first variable.

Once this clarified, we return to (4.17) and further write it as

2kβ12mβ2 ∑
L,L̃∈Z

CLCL̃F
k,m

L,L̃
(x, y) ∶= 2kβ12mβ2 ∑

L,L̃∈Z

CLCL̃F
k,m(x + L

2k
, y +

L̃

2m
).

The delicate point about the constraints on p and q appears here. Previously in Section 4.1, the Fourier
coefficients had arbitrary decay and we used the estimate

∥ ∑
L,L̃∈Z

CLCL̃F
k,m

L,L̃
∥τ
LpLq ≤ ∑

L,L̃∈Z

∣CL∣τ ∣CL̃∣τ∥F k,m

L,L̃
∥τ
LpLq ;

however, this would require that

p, q >max ( 1

1 + β1
,

1

1 + β2
),

which is stronger than the announced (4.15).
Instead, we use that, for q0 ≤min(1, q), ∥ ⋅ ∥q0q is subadditive, and thus

∥ ∑
L,L̃∈Z

CLCL̃F
k,m

L,L̃
∥τ
LpLq

≲ ∑
L∈Z

∣CL∣τ(∫
R

( ∑̃
L∈Z

∣CL̃∣q0(∫
R

∣F k,m(x + L

2k
, y +

L̃

2m
)∣qdy) q0

q )
p
q0
dx)

τ
p

(4.18)

≲ ∑
L∈Z

∣CL∣τ(∫
R

( ∑̃
L∈Z

∣CL̃∣q0(∫
R

∣F k,m(x, y)∣qdy) q0
q )

p
q0
dx)

τ
p

.

At this point, it is important to notice that

∥F k,m(x, ⋅)∥Lq
y
≲ ∥Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
(∆(1)

k
∆(2)m f1 ⋅ S

(1)
k

∆(2)m f2)(x, ⋅)∥Lq1,2
y
∥S(1)

k
S(2)m f3∥Lq3

y

∥Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(S(1)

k
S(2)m f4 ⋅∆

(1)
k
S(2)m f5)(x, ⋅)∥Lq4,5

y
.

So provided that

∑
L∈Z

∣CL∣τ <∞, ∑̃
L∈Z

∣CL̃∣q0 <∞,
which amounts to conditions (4.15) holding, we have that (4.16), estimated in ∥ ⋅ ∥τLpLq is bounded above by

∑
k,m

2kβ1τ2mβ2τ∥Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
(∆(1)

k
∆(2)m f1 ⋅ S

(1)
k

∆(2)m f2)∥τLp1,2L
q1,2
∥S(1)

k
S(2)m f3∥τLp3Lq3

∥Dγ1

(1)
D

γ2

(2)
(S(1)

k
S(2)m f4 ⋅∆

(1)
k
S(2)m f5)∥τLp4,5L

q4,5
.

From here on the argument follows the usual strategy: using the boundedness of the lower complexity flag
paraproducts – in this case the mixed norm estimates for frequency-localized bi-parameter paraproducts, we
obtain that the expression above is further bounded by

∥f3∥τLp3Lq3 ∥Dγ2

(2)
f4∥τLp4Lq4 (∥Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
f1∥Ḃ0

p1,∞Ḃ0
q1,∞
∥f2∥Lp2Ḃ

β2
q1,∞
∥Dγ1

(1)
f5∥Ḃβ1

p5,∞Lq5
)

τ
4
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(∥Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
f1∥Ḃβ1

p1,∞Ḃ0
q1,∞
∥f2∥Lp2Ḃ

β2
q1,∞
∥Dγ1

(1)
f5∥Ḃ0

p5,∞Lq5
)

τ
4 (∥Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
f1∥Ḃ0

p1,∞Ḃ
β2
q1,∞
∥f2∥Lp2Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥Dγ1

(1)
f5∥Ḃβ1

p5,∞Lq5
)

τ
4

(∥Dα1

(1)
Dα2

(2)
f1∥Ḃβ1

p1,∞Ḃ
β2
q1,∞
∥f2∥Lp2Ḃ0

q1,∞
∥Dγ1

(1)
f5∥Ḃ0

p5,∞Lq5
)

τ
4

+ a similar term, in which the Dγ2

(2)
derivatives acts on the function f5.

The remaining cases can be treated in a similar way; the main idea to bear in mind is that a lower decay of
the Fourier coefficients requires a regrouping of the information as in (4.18), so that the derivatives acting on the
exterior variables will not affect the Lebesgue exponents corresponding to inner variables.

5. Generic flag: an inductive argument

In this section we provide an inductive argument – based on the complexity of the rooted tree – that allows to
prove the general result of Theorem 1.1. Our approach integrates many of the ideas already presented: one starts
by decomposing the frequency space into cones,31 and then further into Whitney rectangles; if the cone is so that
the output variable is away form the origin, the symbol smoothly restricted to the Whitney rectangles/cubes will
be split as “commutator” + “derivative acting on a lower number of functions”. Next, a Fourier series expansion on
each Whitney cube/rectangle is used in order to tensorize the information contained in the root symbol, obtaining
in this way similar objects associated to rooted trees of lower complexity. From here, one proceeds as in Section
2.2, although in case of multi-parameter flag Leibniz rules one needs to track more carefully the distribution of
derivatives, encoded in various types of mixed Lebesgue and Besov norms.

We will address the various difficulties one at a time. First, in Section 5.1 we present the inductive argument
in the one-parameter case, with emphasis on the splitting of the root symbol (depending on the type of cone we
are looking at), and the necessary inductive statements that allow to reduce the complexity of the rooted tree.
In Section 5.2, the bi-parameter case is presented; the process of splitting the root symbol, already used in the
previous section, needs to be performed in each parameter separately, which increases the number of cases to be
considered. Similarly, we will have a variety of necessary inductive statements, depending on the tree structures
and the configurations of functions that appear in the summation over the scales32 step. Once acquainted with
the splitting of the root symbols and the reduction of the tree’s complexity when several parameters are involved,
it remains to check that the end result – now expressed as a geometric mean of mixed Lebesgue and Besov norms
– indeed corresponds to the desired distribution of derivatives. This last step is carried out in Section 5.3.

In what follows, our analysis will be performed in dimension one; as discussed in Remark 2.4, the employed
strategy is easily adaptable to higher dimensions. In the one-parameter case, presented in Section 5.1, we will
assume the target space norm ∥ ⋅ ∥Lr to be subadditive: when r < 1, the subadditivity is achieved by considering
∥⋅∥τLr with τ ≤min(1, r). Similarly, in the mixed-norm multi-parameter case we would need to work with ∥⋅∥τ

Lr⃗ with

τ ≤ min(1, r1, . . . , rN ) in order to obtain subadditivity; the more involved conditions on the Lebesgue exponents
expressed in (1.26) of Theorem 1.1 require a more careful analysis, which was detailed in Section 4.2. In an
attempt to remove unnecessary technicalities burdening the notation, we will also assume in Section 5.2 that ∥ ⋅∥Lr⃗

is subadditive.

5.1. One-parameter flag Leibniz rule. We provide a proof for the one-parameter Leibniz rule corresponding
to an arbitrary n-linear flag in dimension one using an inductive argument. In what follows, we use the notation
introduced in Section 1.2. Let G be a tree of arbitrary complexity. Due to the paraproduct decomposition described
in Section 2.3, the frequency space is split into conical regions, which are generically of two types:

(5.1) Rl0 ∶= {(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∶ ∣ξl0 ∣≫ ∣ξl∣ for all 1 ≤ l ≠ l0 ≤ n}
and

(5.2) R̃l1,l2 ∶= {(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∶ ∣ξl1 ∣ ∼ ∣ξl2 ∣ ≥ ∣ξl∣ for all 1 ≤ l ≤ n}.
We will introduce the maps M and m defined on the collection of conical regions:

M(R) ∶={1 ≤ l ≤ n ∶ (ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∈ R, ∣ξl∣ ∼ max
1≤l′≤n

∣ξl′ ∣},(5.3)

m(R) ∶={1 ≤ l ≤ n ∶ (ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∈ R, ∣ξl∣≪ max
1≤l′≤n

∣ξl′ ∣},
where R is a conical region of the form (5.1) or (5.2). The definition of conical regions thus implies that

L(rG) = {1, . . . , n} =M(R) ∪m(R).
31This is the usual paraproduct decomposition.
32As in Sections 2.2, 3 and 4, there will always be two functions involved in the summation over the scales step – in each parameter.
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Since the frequency space can be decomposed into finitely many such regions, it suffices to derive the same
bound for our multilinear expression localized on a fixed conical region in frequency. Let us denote by TR

G the
multilinear operator smoothly restricted to a cone R. Then for k ∈ Z and L ∈ R, we define the projection operators
Pk and Pk,L

33:

Pk(l) ∶=
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
∆k if l ∈M(R)
Sk if l ∈ m(R), and Pk,L(l) ∶=

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
∆k,L if l ∈M(R)
Sk,L if l ∈ m(R).

The projection operators themselves depend on the conical region R; this will be omitted from the notation, but
it should be implicit in the analysis.

If we look at the cone Rl0 described in (5.1), we notice that M(Rl0) = {l0} and m(Rl0) = {1, . . . , n} ∖ {l0}.
Moreover, it can be represented as a union of Whitney cubes:

(5.4) Rl0 = ⋃
kl0

R±kl0
∶= ⋃

kl0

{(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∶ ξl0 ∼ ±2kl0 , ∣ξl∣≪ 2kl0 for l ≠ l0},
which corresponds exactly to the projection operators applied to the leaves:

∆kl0
,±fl0 and Skl0

fl for l ≠ l0.

On the fixed conical region Rl0 (as defined in (5.4)), we will refer to kl0 as kmax since it is naturally associated to
the variable ξl0 and the function fl0 . Notice that Rl0 becomes the union of all Whitney cubes at scale kmax.

We can therefore denote by

TR
G ((Pkmax

fl)1≤l≤n)
the multi-linear expression TG(f1, . . . , fn) localized on the union of Whitney cubes at scale kmax in the conical
region R. TG(f1, . . . , fn) restricted to the entire conical region can then be represented as

(5.5) ∑
kmax∈Z

TR
G ((Pkmax

fl)1≤l≤n) .
In our inductive process, operators associated to subtrees of G will play an important role; hence, for any vertex

v, we denote by Gv the subtree of G rooted in v. We will need to consider also paraproduct decompositions on
these subtrees. For any non-leaf vertex v ∈ V , which becomes the root of the subtree Gv, the new conical region
associated to the subtree will be clarified and the corresponding Whitney cubes will be specified by kmax(v). For
simplicity of notation, we will use the abbreviation kmax = kmax(rG) to denote the maximal scale involved in the
definition of TG restricted to a certain cone.

We observe that when the operator TG is localized on a conical region R such that M(R) ∩L(v) ≠ ∅ for some
v ∈ V , then TGv – the operator associated to the subtree Gv – is also automatically restricted to the conical region

R(v) ∶= {(ξl)l∈L(v) ∶ ∣ξl∣≫ ∣ξl′ ∣ for l ∈ L(v) ∩M(R), l′ ∈ L(v) ∖M(R)}.
Such localization on the subtree imposed by the conical decomposition for the original tree will be repetitively
used in our inductive process.

The following notation will be useful in the formulation of induction. For any vertex v ∈ V which generates the
subtree Gv, define Vv to be the set of non-leaf vertices associated with Gv. If v is a leaf, then Gv = {v} and Vv = ∅.

We recall that the properties (i) and (ii) from Section 1 were important in describing the derivative distribution
function δ ∶ V → LG , which has to agree with the composition law. In order to better understand the behavior
of δ when restricted to subtrees, we need to define first the collection of non-leaf vertices in the path of fl (for
1 ≤ l ≤ n) to the root v in the subtree Gv:

V
v
l ∶={w ∶ w ∈ Vv, l ∈ L(w)},

and also its complement with respect to the subtree Gv:

(Vv
l )c ∶=Vv ∖ Vv

l .

With some abuse of notation, if v = fl is a leaf, then Vv
l = ∅.

We include a figure to illustrate the notation: in the first figure, the path highlighted in red represents the path
from the vertex v to the leaf l and Vv

l indeed corresponds to the collection of the non-leaf vertices along the red
path, namely {v̄1, v̄2, . . . , v̄M}, as indicated in Figure 5(i).

We define the common vertices shared by the paths of fl1 and fl2 by

V
v
l1,l2
∶=Vv

l1
∩ Vv

l2
,

33We recall that Pk,L is simply a frequency modulation of Pk – see (2.18).



44 C. BENEA AND Y. ZHAI

which can be represented as an ordered set starting from the root v and ending with the vertex denoted by vl1,l234:

V
v
l1,l2
= {v =∶ ṽ1, ṽ2, . . . , vl1,l2 =∶ ṽM}.

in the sense that the latter element is a direct descendant of the former, which further implies that

(5.6) L(vl1,l2) = L(ṽM) ⊆ L(ṽM−1) ⊆ . . . ⊆ L(ṽ2) ⊆ L(ṽ1) = L(v).
Moreover, the definitions of the common path and of vl1,l2 indicate the existence of two vertices wl1 ,wl2 such

that wl1 ,wl2 are direct descendants of vl1,l2 with wl1 ≠ wl2 and the subtree stemming from wli , denoted by Gw
li
,

contains li as its leaf (for i = 1,2). Equivalently, l1 ∈ L(wl1) and l2 ∈ L(wl2).
We clarify the notation through Figure 5(ii) – the common path from v to l1 and to l2 is marked in red and

Vv
l1,l2

is the collection of all the non-leaf vertices along this path. The subtrees Gw
l1

and Gw
l1

are highlighted in
blue and green respectively.

v = v̄1

v̄2

⋮
⋮

. . .

. . .

l

v̄M

i Tree indicating the path Vv
l .

v = ṽ1

ṽ2

⋮
⋮

. . .

. . .

l1

vl1,l2 = ṽM

wl1 wl2

⋮
⋮

⋮
⋮

l2

. . .

. . . . . .

ii Tree indicating the common path Vv
l1,l2

and the sub-

trees Gwl1
, Gwl2

.

Figure 5. Figures illustrating the notation.

Define the sum of derivatives in the downward path from the vertex v to the leaf fl by

β(v, l) ∶= ∑
w∈Vv

l

βw.

If v = fl is a leaf, then β(v, l) = 0. The property (ii) of the derivative distribution function can also be written as
follows: if δ(v) = l for some v ∈ V , then following the notation in Figure 5(i), δ(v̄2) = . . . = δ(v̄M) = l. Equivalently,
δ restricted to the non-leaf vertices Vv of the subtree Gv satisfies

(5.7) (δ∣Vv)−1 (l) = β(v, l).
For any subset of non-leaf vertices W ⊆ V , we can denote by D(W) the collection of the maps δ∣W defined on W
satisfying the conditions (i) and (ii). On the complement (Vv

l )c, we thus have the condition that δ(Vv
l
)c ∈ D((Vv

l )c).
We will consider δ∣W ∈ D(W) as a default condition for the restricted map δ∣W with W ⊆ V , which will be omitted
oftentimes for the simplicity of notation.

With the notation set, we are now ready to present the proof of Theorem 1.1, in the one-parameter case.
Instead of performing the induction solely on the conclusion statement, we will proceed with multiple inductive

34The vertex vl1,l2 represents the last common ancestor of l1 and l2 in G.
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statements that are useful in deducing (1.23). Let R be a conical region of the form (5.1) or (5.2). Without loss of
generality, we will focus on TR

G ((Pkmax
fl)1≤l≤n) and abbreviate as TG ((Pkmax

fl)1≤l≤n). The inductive statements,
which can be seen as a generalization of (2.27) in Lemma 2.2, are the following:

Proposition 5.1. Suppose that all the Lebesgue exponents in the inductive statement satisfy the condition described
in Theorem 1.1, and that TG is restricted to a cone denoted by R.

(1) Suppose that l0 ∈M(R). Then

(5.8) ∥TG ((Pkmax
fl)1≤l≤n)∥r ≲ 2kmax⋅β(rG,l0)∥∆kmax

fl0∥pl0
∑

δ∣
(V

rG
l0
)c

∏
l≠l0

∥Dδ−1(l)fl∥pl
;

(2) Suppose that l1, l2 ∈M(R) with l1 ≠ l2. Then
(5.9)

∥TG ((Pkmax
fl)1≤l≤n)∥r ≲ 2kmax⋅β(rG,v

l1,l2 )∥∆kmax
Dβ(wl1 ,l1)fl1∥pl1

∥∆kmax
Dβ(wl2 ,l2)fl2∥pl2

∑
δ∣
(V

rG
l1
)c∖Vwl2

l2

∏
l≠l1,l2

∥Dδ−1(l)fl∥pl
;

(3)

(5.10) ∥ ∑
kmax

TG ((Pkmax
fl)1≤l≤n) ∥r ≲∑

δ

n

∏
l=1

∥Dδ
−1(l)fl∥pl

.

Remark 5.2. (i) Induction statements (1) and (2) describe the estimates for the multi-linear expression localized
to a union of Whitney cubes at scale kmax in the cone R, depending on the configuration of M(R). In particular,

(5.9) corresponds to the case when the Whitney cubes are located in a cone R̃l1,l2 of type (5.2); (5.8) on the other
hand holds both for cones of type (5.1) or (5.2). Since (2) describes a special case of (1), it is not surprising to
observe that the expression on the right hand side of (5.9) can be majorized by the right hand side of (5.8).
(ii) We would like to emphasize that (5.10) for all possible paraproduct regions implies precisely the conclusion
of Theorem 1.1:

(5.11) ∥TG ((fl)1≤l≤n)∥r ≲∑
δ

n

∏
l=1

∥Dδ−1(l)fl∥pl
.

Proof. As mention earlier, we will only focus on the case r ≥ 1. We proceed by induction on the tree structure:
the base case corresponds to trees of complexity 1, thus the base cases for (5.8) and (5.9) are verified by Lemma
2.2.35 The base case for (5.10) is simply the Leibniz rule corresponding to paraproducts and thus is proven to be
true – see Section 2.2. We would like to prove (5.8), (5.9) and (5.10) for a tree of complexity C assuming that
(5.8), (5.9) and (5.10) hold for any tree of any lower complexity(that is, of complexity C − 1, . . . ,1).
(1) We first verify the inductive statement (5.8). Denote by (vi)n1

i=1 the vertices of depth 1 in G, and let mβrG be
the symbol defined by

mβrG (
n

∑
l=1

ξl) ∶= ∣
n

∑
l=1

ξl∣βrG
.

The multilinear expression TG can be rewritten as

TG ((Pkmax
fl)1≤l≤n) = Tmkmax

β
rG
(TGv1 ((Pkmax

fl)l∈L(v1)), . . . , TGvn1 ((Pkmax
fl)l∈L(vn1

))),(5.12)

where Tm generically denotes a multilinear operator associated to a symbol m.
We recall that the paraproduct decomposition yields the localization to the region Rkmax

defined by

(5.13) Rkmax
∶= {(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∶ ∣ξl∣ ∼ 2kmax for l ∈M(R) and ∣ξl ∣≪ 2kmax for l ∈ m(R)},

on which one has ∣∑n
l=1 ξl∣ ≲ n2kmax . We can thus smoothly restrict the symbol mβrG (∑n

l=1 ξl) to the interval

[−n2kmax , n2kmax] and denote it by mkmax

βrG (∑n
l=1 ξl). We perform a Fourier series decomposition on the symbol

as in Section 2.2 (Fourier series decomposition for the “diagonal” term):

mkmax

βrG (
n

∑
l=1

ξl) = (n2kmax)βrG ∑
L∈Z

CLe
2πi L

n2kmax
∑

n
l=1 ξl ,

where the renormalized Fourier coefficients satisfy the decaying condition

∣CL∣ ≲ 1

(1 + ∣L∣)1+βrG .(5.14)

35Although the lemma indicates the bi-linear case, it can be easily extended to the n-linear setting
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As a result, one can rewrite (5.12) (up to a constant depending implicitly on n and βrG ) as

∑
L∈Z

CL2
kmax⋅β

rG
n1

∏
i=1

TGvi((Pkmax,
L

n2kmax

fl)l∈L(vi)),(5.15)

which can be estimated by

∥(5.15)∥r ≲ ∑
L∈Z

∣CL∣2kmax ⋅β
rG

n1

∏
i=1

∥TGvi ((Pkmax,
L

n2kmax

fl)l∈L(vi))∥pvi

.(5.16)

We observe that for each 1 ≤ i ≤ n1, the following identity holds:

(5.17) TGvi ((Pkmax,
L

n2kmax

fl)l∈L(vi))(x) = TGvi ((Pkmax
fl)l∈L(vi))(x +

L

n2kmax

)
and the translation invariance of the measure yields

∥TGvi ((Pkmax,
L

n2kmax

fl)l∈L(vi))∥pvi

= ∥TGvi ((Pkmax
fl)l∈L(vi))∥pvi

.

Due to the decay of the Fourier coefficients (5.14),36 (5.16) is majorized by

(5.18) 2kmax⋅β
rG

n1

∏
i=1

∥TGvi ((Pkmax
fl)l∈L(vi))∥pvi

.

A simple observation is that there exists some 1 ≤ i0 ≤ n1 such that L(vi0) ∩M(R) ≠ ∅, in which case the
subtree Gvi0 is automatically restricted to a conical region and kmax = kmax(vi0) specifies the union of Whitney
cubes at scale kmax in such a cone. Assume without loss of generality that i0 = 1. We now apply the inductive
hypothesis (5.8):

∥TGv1 ((Pkmax
fl)l∈L(v1))∥pv1

≲2kmax⋅β(v1,l0)∥∆kmax
fl0∥pl0

∑
δ∣(Vv1

l0
)c

∏
l∈L(v1)
l≠l0

∥Dδ−1(l)fl∥pl
.(5.19)

Meanwhile, we can invoke the inductive hypothesis (5.10) and thus (5.11) to deduce that for i ≠ 1,
∥TGvi ((Pkmax

fl)l∈L(vi))∥pvi

≲ ∑
δ∣Vvi

∏
l∈L(vi)

∥Dδ−1(l)fl∥pl
.(5.20)

Combining the estimates (5.19) and (5.20), we derive the following desired estimate for (5.18):

2kmax ⋅β(rG,l0)∥∆kmax
fl0∥pl0

∑
δ∣
(V

rG
l0
)c

∏
l≠l0

∥Dδ−1(l)fl∥pl
.

(2) To show the second inductive statement (5.9), we use the Fourier series decomposition for the root symbol
applied in the proof of (5.8) and obtain (5.15), whose Lr norm can be estimated by (5.18). There are two
possibilities with respect to the positions of l1, l2:
(a) l1, l2 ∈ L(vi0) for some 1 ≤ i0 ≤ n1 (or equivalently l1, l2 are leaves of the same subtree rooted in vi0 , a

direct descendant of the root rG). We now invoke the inductive hypothesis (5.9) on TGvi0 :

∥T
G
vi0
((Pkmax

fl)l∈L(vi0 ))∥pvi0
≲ 2kmax ⋅β(vi0 ,v

l1,l2 )∥∆kmax
Dβ(wl1 ,l1)fl1∥pl1 ∥∆kmax

Dβ(wl2 ,l2)fl2∥pl2 ∑
δ∣
(V

vi0
l1

)c∖Vwl2
l2

∏
l∈L(vi0 )

l≠l1,l2

∥Dδ−1(l)fl∥pl .
(5.21)

We can also apply the inductive hypothesis (5.11) to derive (5.20) for i ≠ i0. Combining (5.21) and
(5.20), we conclude with (5.9).

36When r < 1, we would use subaddtivity to deduce

∥(5.15)∥rr ≲ ∑
L∈Z

∣CL∣r ⋅ 2kmaxβ
rG r

n1

∏
i=1

∥TGvi ((Pkmax,
L

n2kmax

fl)l∈L(vi))∥
r

pvi

= ∑
L∈Z

∣CL∣r ⋅ 2kmaxβ
rG r

n1

∏
i=1

∥TGvi ((Pkmax
fl)l∈L(vi))∥

r

pvi
,

where the Fourier coefficients satisfy the decay condition (5.14). It is natural to impose the condition

r(1 + βrG ) > 1.
For the same reason, for any v ∈ L(rG), there is an associated differential operator Dβv

whose Fourier series decomposition yields
Fourier coefficients with limited decay, thus imposing the condition on the Lebesgue exponent

pv(1 + βv) > 1.
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(b) l1 ∈ L(vi1) and l2 ∈ L(vi2) for 1 ≤ i1, i2 ≤ n1 and i1 ≠ i2 (or equivalently l1, l2 are leaves of two different
subtrees stemming from direct descendants of the root). In this case, the common path is VrG

l1,l2
= {rG},

which means that

(5.22) vl1,l2 = rG .
Moreover, the assumption about the positions of l1 and l2 gives the precise vertices wl1 and wl2 :

(5.23) wl1 = vi1 and wl2 = vi2 .
The inductive hypothesis (5.8) can be applied to

TGvi1 ((Pkmax
fl)l∈L(vi1 )) and TGvi2 ((Pkmax

fl)l∈L(vi2 )).
In particular,

∥TGvi1 ((Pkmax
fl)l∈L(vi1 ))∥pvi1

≲2kmax ⋅β(vi1 ,l1)∥∆kmax
fl1∥pl1

∑
δ∣
(V

vi1
l1

)c

∏
l∈L(vi1 )

l≠l1

∥Dδ−1(l)fl∥pl

≲∥∆kmax
Dβ(vi1 ,l1)fl1∥pl1

∑
δ∣
(V

vi1
l1

)c

∏
l∈L(vi1)

l≠l1

∥Dδ
−1(l)fl∥pl

,

where the last inequality follows from (2.7). A similar reasoning gives

∥TGvi2 ((Pkmax
fl)l∈L(vi2))∥pvi2

≲∥∆kmax
Dβ(vi2 ,l2)fl2∥pl2

∑
δ∣
(V

vi2
l2

)c

∏
l∈L(vi2 )

l≠l2

∥Dδ−1(l)fl∥pl
.

For i ≠ i1, i2, we use the estimate (5.20) implied from the inductive hypothesis (5.11). As a consequence,
(5.18) can be majorized by

2kmaxβ
rG ∥∆kmax

Dβ(vi1 ,l1)fl1∥pl1
∥∆kmax

Dβ(vi2 ,l2)fl2∥pl2
∑

δ∣
(V

rG
l1
)c∖V

vi2
l2

∏
l≠l1,l2

∥Dδ−1(l)fl∥pl
,

which agrees with (5.9) due to the interpretation of notations (5.22) and (5.23).

(3) We will now prove the third inductive statement corresponding to (5.10); in this case we need to take into
account the more precise structure of the conical region TG is restricted to.
(a) Case 1: The conical region R is of the form (5.1).

Suppose that

M(R) = {l0}, m(R) = {1 ≤ l ≤ n ∶ l ≠ l0},
and l0 ∈ L(vi0) for some 1 ≤ i0 ≤ n1. Then ∑

kmax

TG((Pkmax
fl)1≤l≤n), or more precisely

∑
kmax

TR
G ((Pkmax

fl)1≤l≤n)
concerns the frequency space localized to the conical region (5.1), on which we apply the splitting of the
root symbol step introduced in Section 2.2 and used in Section 3.1:

∣ n∑
l=1

ξl∣βrG = ∑
i≠i0

m
C

rG
β

( ∑
l∈L(vi0 )

ξl, ∑
l∉L(vi0 )

ξl) ⋅ ∑
l∈L(vi)

ξl

´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶
E1

+ ∣ ∑
l∈L(vi0 )

ξl∣βrG

´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶
E2

,(5.24)

where

m
C

rG
β

(ξ̃1, ξ̃2) ∶= ∣ξ̃1 + ξ̃2∣
βrG − ∣ξ̃1∣βrG

ξ̃2
.

Estimate of E1:

The symbol denoted by E1 generates a commutator whose treatment builds on the approach described
in Section 2.2. In order to perform the double Fourier series decomposition on one Whitney cube at a
time, we need to further decompose Rkl0

(5.4) – the union of Whitney cubes at scale kl0 . In particular,

Rkl0
= R+kl0

∪R−kl0
,
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where

R+kl0
∶= {(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∶ ξl0 ∼ 2kl0 , ∣ξl ∣≪ 2kl0 }, R−kl0

∶= {(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∶ ξl0 ∼ −2kl0 , ∣ξl ∣≪ 2kl0 }.
We restrict the symbol m

C
rG
β

to R+kl0
and R−kl0

and denote them by m
kl0

,+

C
rG
β

and m
kl0

,−

C
rG
β

respectively. Then

the double Fourier series decomposition yields

m
kl0

,±

C
rG
β

( ∑
l∈L(vi0)

ξl, ∑
l∉L(vi0 )

ξl) = ∑
L1,L2∈Z

C±L1,L2
2kl0

(βrG−1)e
2πiL1

∑l∈L(vi0
) ξl

2
kl0 e

2πiL2

∑l∉L(vi0
) ξl

2
kl0 ,(5.25)

which is essentially the same as (3.7) with a few natural adjustments: replacing 1 by l0 and i0, ξ1 + ξ2
by ∑l∈L(vi0 )

ξl and ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5 by ∑l∉L(vi0 )
ξl. We remark that all the renormalized Fourier coefficients

involved decay rapidly.
Without loss of generality, assume that

M(R) = {1}, m(R) = {1 ≤ l ≤ n ∶ l ≠ 1}.
We will use k1 specifically instead of kmax and denote by Rk1

the union of Whitney cubes at scale k1 in
the cone R. For any fixed L ∈ Z,

Pk1,L(1) =∆k1,L, Pk1,L(l) = Sk1,L for l ≠ 1.
As a consequence of the above two steps, we can rewrite the symbol E1 as

E1 =∶ ∑
i≠i0

Ei1.

We focus on E21 and consider the multiplier associated to it:

∑
k1

TE2

1

(TGv1 (∆k1
f1, (Sk1

fl)1≠l∈L(v1)), TGv2 ((Sk1
fl)l∈L(v2)), . . . , TGvn1 ((Sk1

fl)l∈L(vn1
))).(5.26)

For the multilinear expression associated to the subtree Gv2 , namely

TGv2 ((Sk1
fl)l∈L(v2)) ,

we will further perform the paraproduct decomposition so as to focus on a fixed conical region denoted
by R(v2). Let M(R(v2)) denote a subset of L(v2) defined similarly to (5.3) and m(R(v2)) = L(v2) ∖
M(R(v2)). Furthermore, we define

Pkmax(v2)(l) =∆kmax(v2), if l ∈ L(v2) ∩M(R(v2)) and Pkmax,(v2)(l) = Skmax(v2) if l ∈ L(v2) ∩m(R(v2)).
The localized multilinear expression can then be written as

(5.27) ∑
kmax(v2)

T
R(v2)
Gv2

((Pkmax(v2)Sk1
fl)l∈L(v2)).

Since ∆kmax(v2)Sk1
≢ 0 if and only if kmax(v2) ≪ k1, we can restrict the sum in (5.27):

∑
kmax(v2)∶kmax(v2)≪k1

T
R(v2)
Gv2

((Pkmax(v2)fl)l∈L(v2)),

which abbreviates as

∑
kmax(v2)∶kmax(v2)≪k1

TGv2 ((Pkmax(v2)fl)l∈L(v2)).

As a consequence, (5.26) takes the form

∑
kmax(v2)≪k1

TE2

1

(TGv1 (∆k1
f1, (Sk1

fl)1≠l∈L(v1)), TGv2 ((Pkmax(v2)fl)l∈L(v2)), . . . , TGvn1 ((Sk1
fl)l∈L(vn1

))).(5.28)

By applying the Fourier series (5.25) to (5.28), the latter becomes a sum of terms of the form

(5.29)

∑
L1,L2∈Z

C±L1,L2
∑

kmax(v2)≪k1

2kmax(v2)2k1(β
rG−1)TGv1 (∆k1,±,

L1

2
k1

f1, (Sk1,
L1

2
k1

fl)l∈L(v1)
l≠1

))

TGv2 ((Pkmax(v2),
L2

2
k1

fl)l∈L(v2))
n1

∏
i=3

TGvi ((Sk1,
L2

2
k1

fl)l∈L(vi))
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Notice that the multipliers generated by Ei1, for i > 2, behave analogously. By an observation similar to
(5.17) and thanks to the decay of the C±L1,L2

coefficients, the Lr norm of (5.29) can be estimated by

(5.30)

∑
kmax(v2)≪k1

2kmax(v2)2k1⋅(β
rG−1)∥TGv1 (∆k1,+f1, (Sk1

fl)l∈L(v1)
l≠1

))∥
pv1

∥TGv2 ((Pkmax(v2)fl)l∈L(v2))∥pv2

n1

∏
i=3

∥TGvi ((Sk1
fl)l∈L(vi))∥pvi

.

Since Gvi for 1 ≤ i ≤ n1 are subtrees of lower complexity, we invoke the inductive hypothesis (5.8) and
(2.16), so that

∥TGv1 (∆k1,+f1, (Sk1
fl)l∈L(v1)

l≠1

))∥
pv1

≲ ∥∆k1
Dβ(v1,1)f1∥p1 ∑

δ∣(Vv1
1
)c

∏
l∈L(v1)

l≠1

∥Dδ−1(l)fl∥pl
(5.31)

and

∥TGv2 ((Pkmax(v2)fl)l∈L(v2))∥pv2

≲ ∥∆kmax(v2)D
β(v2,l0)fl0∥ ⃗pl0

∑
δ∣(Vv2

l0
)c

∏
l≠l0

∥Dδ−1(l)fl∥pl
.(5.32)

Moreover, the inductive hypotheses (5.10) and thus (5.11) generate

∥TGvi ((Sk1
fl)l∈L(vi))∥pvi

≲ ∑
δ∣Vvi

∏
l∈L(vi)

∥Dδ−1(l)fl∥pl
for i ≠ 1,2.(5.33)

Applying the estimates (5.31), (5.32) and (5.33) to (5.30), we deduce that

∑
kmax(v2)≪k1

2kmax(v2)2k1⋅(β
rG−1) ⋅ ∥∆k1

Dβ(v1,1)f1∥p1
∥∆kmax(v2)D

β(v2,l0)fl0∥pl0
∑

δ∣V∖{rG}∖V
v1
1
∖V

v2
l0

∏
l≠1,l0

∥Dδ−1(l)fl∥pl
.

We notice that

∑
kmax(v2)≪k1

2kmax(v2)2k1 ⋅(β
rG−1) ⋅ ∥∆k1

Dβ(v1,1)f1∥p1
∥∆kmax(v2)D

β(v2,l0)fl0∥pl0

= ∑
kmax(v2)≪k1

2kmax(v2)⋅(1−ǫ)2k1⋅(β
rG−1)∥∆k1

Dβ(v1,1)f1∥p1
2kmax(v2)⋅ǫ∥∆kmax(v2)D

β(v2,l0)fl0∥pl0

for any 0 < ǫ < min(1, βrG). We can then distribute the derivatives in various ways to bound the above
expression by

(5.34) ∑
k1

min (2k1β
rG ∥Dβ(v1,1)f1∥Ḃ0

p1,∞
∥Dβ(v2,l0)fl0∥Ḃ0

pl0
,∞
,2−k1ǫ∥Dβ(v1,1)f1∥

Ḃ
β
rG

p1,∞
∥Dβ(v2,l0)fl0∥Ḃǫ

pl0
,∞
).

By further optimizing in k1, this becomes

(5.35) (∥Dβ(v1,1)f1∥Ḃ0
p1,∞
∥Dβ(v2,l0)fl0∥Ḃ0

pl0
,∞
) ǫ

β
rG +ǫ (∥Dβ(v1,1)f1∥

Ḃ
β
rG

p1,∞
∥Dβ(v2,l0)fl0∥Ḃǫ

pl0
,∞
) β

rG

β
rG +ǫ .

Now we invoke the interpolation inequality for Besov norms (2.11) – which is essentially a redistribution
of the derivatives – to end up with

(5.36)
(∥Dβ(v1,1)f1∥Ḃ0

p1,∞
∥Dβ(v2,l0)fl0∥Ḃβ

rG
pl0

,∞
) ǫ

β
rG +ǫ (∥Dβ(v1,1)f1∥

Ḃ
β
rG

p1,∞
∥Dβ(v2,l0)fl0∥Ḃ0

pl0
,∞
) β

rG

β
rG +ǫ

≲∥Dβ
rG+β(v1,1)f1∥p1

∥Dβ(v2,l0)fl0∥pl0
+ ∥Dβ(v1,1)f1∥p1

∥Dβ
rG+β(v2,l0)fl0∥pl0

.

Estimate of E2:

The multiplier generated by the symbol ∣∑l∈L(vi0 )
ξl∣βrG

localized on the conical region (5.1) with l0 = 1
is

∑
k1

(DβrG
TGv1 (∆k1

f1, (Sk1
fl)l∈L(v1)

l≠1

)) n1

∏
i=2

TGvi ((Sk1
fl)l∈L(vi)).(5.37)
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We first simplify (5.37) using the high-low switch technique discussed in Sections 2.2 and 3. Denote by

G̃v1 the tree having the same structure as Gv1 with the derivative βv1 replaced by βv1 +βrG so that (5.37)
can be rewritten as

∑
k1

(T
G̃v1
(∆k1

f1, (Sk1
fl)l∈L(v1)

l≠1

))∏
i≠1

TGvi ((Sk1
fl)l∈L(vi))(5.38)

We then perform a finer37 paraproduct decompositions on the functions in the subtrees Gvi for i ≠ 1 so
that (5.38) can be written as a finite sum of terms with the following form:

∑
k1

(T
G̃v1
(∆k1

f1, (Sk1
fl)l∈L(v1)

l≠1

))∏
i≠1

∑
kmax(vi)

TGvi ((Sk1
Pkmax(vi)fl)l∈L(vi)),

=∑
k1

(T
G̃v1
(∆k1

f1, (Sk1
fl)l∈L(v1)

l≠1

))∏
i≠1

∑
kmax(vi)≪k1

TGvi ((Pkmax(vi)fl)l∈L(vi)) .(5.39)

We notice that the equation holds because the conical decomposition on the subtree Gv2 gives ∆kmax(v2)

for l ∈ M(R(v2)) and Sk1
∆kmax(vi) ≠⊬ 0 if and only if kmax(vi) ≪ k1. We can now apply the high-low

switch to swap the role of k1 and kmax(vi) and rewrite (5.39) as

∑
k1

(T
G̃v1
(∆k1

f1, (Sk1
fl)l∈L(v1)

l≠1

))∏
i≠1

∑
kmax(vi)

TGvi ((Pkmax(vi)fl)l∈L(vi))
− ∑

kmax(v2)≻k1

(T
G̃v1
(∆k1

f1, (Sk1
fl)l∈L(v1)

l≠1

))TGv2 ((Pkmax(v2)fl)l∈L(v2)) ⋅ ∏
i≠1,2

∑
kmax(vi)

TGvi ((Pkmax(vi)fl)l∈L(vi))
± similar terms ∶= I − II ± similar terms.

The first term I can be estimated by using inductive hypothesis (5.10) on

∑
k1

(T
G̃v1
(∆k1

f1, (Sk1
fl)l∈L(v1)

l≠1

)),
and on

∑
kmax(vi)

TGvi ((Pkmax(vi)fl)l∈L(vi))
for i ≠ 1. The second term II requests a more careful treatment. We recall that

T
G̃v1
(∆k1

f1, (Sk1
fl)l∈L(v1)

l≠1

) =DβrG
TGv1 (∆k1

f1, (Sk1
fl)l∈L(v1)

l≠1

),
where G̃v1 is a tree with the differential operator associated to the root v1 being

Dβv1+βrG
.

We invoke the inductive hypothesis (5.31):

∥T
G̃v1
(∆k1

f1, (Sk1
fl)l∈L(v1)

l≠1

)∥
pv1

≲ 2k1β
rG ∥∆k1

Dβ(v1,1)f1∥p1 ∑
δ∣(Vv1

1
)c

∏
l∈L(v1)

l≠1

∥Dδ−1(l)fl∥pl
.

When combined with (5.32), we deduce that

∥II∥r ≲ ∑
kmax(v2)≻k1

2k1β
rG ∥∆k1

Dβ(v1,1)f1∥p1
∥∆kmax(v2)D

β(v2,l0)fl0∥pl0
∑

δ∣(Vv1
1
)c∪(V

v2
l0
)c

∏
l≠1,l0

∥Dδ−1(l)fl∥pl
.

A similar computation specified in Section 3 yields

∑
kmax(v2)≻k1

2k1β
rG ∥∆k1

Dβ(v1,1)f1∥p1
∥∆kmax(v2)D

β(v2,l0)fl0∥pl0
≲ ∑

kmax(v2)

2kmax(v2)β
rG ∥Dβ(v1,1)f1∥Ḃ0

p1

∥Dβ(v2,l0)fl0∥Ḃ0
pl0

.

(5.40)

Meanwhile, (5.40) can also be estimated by

∑
kmax(v2)≻k1

2k1(β
rG−ǫ)2−kmax(v2)β

rG (2k1ǫ∥∆k1
Dβ(v1,1)f1∥p1

)(2kmax(v2)β
rG ∥∆kmax(v2)D

β(v2,l0)fl0∥pl0
)

≲ ∑
kmax(v2)

2−kmax(v2)ǫ∥Dβ(v1,1)f1∥Ḃǫ
p1

∥Dβ(v2,l0)fl0∥Ḃβ
rG

pl0

.

37Notice that as we perform this step, we also restrict ourselves to certain conical regions associated to each subtree Gvi , for i ≠ 1.
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The optimization and interpolation can be applied to conclude that ∥II∥r is bounded above by

(∥Dβ
rG+β(v1,1)f1∥p1

∥Dβ(v2,l0)fl0∥pl0
+ ∥Dβ(v1,1)f1∥p1

∥Dβ
rG+β(v2,l0)fl0∥pl0

) ∑
δ∣(Vv1

1
)c∪(V

v2
l0
)c

∏
l∈L(v1)
l≠1,l0

∥Dδ
−1(l)fl∥pl

.

We thus have arrived at the expression (5.10) claimed in the inductive statement. With this, we end the
proof of Proposition 5.1, if R is of the form (5.1).

(b) Case 2: The conical region R is of the form (5.2).
We notice that (5.10) is a direct consequence of (5.9) for the given tree G. In particular, we apply (5.9)
on the union of Whitney cubes at a fixed scale to derive

∥ ∑
kmax

TG ((Pkmax
fl)1≤l≤n) ∥r ≲ ∑

kmax

∥TG ((Pkmax
fl)1≤l≤n)∥r

≲ ∑
kmax

2kmax⋅β(rG,v
l1,l2)∥∆kmax

Dβ(wl1 ,l1)fl1∥pl1
∥∆kmax

Dβ(wl2 ,l2)fl2∥pl2
∑

δ∣
(V

rG
l1
)c∖Vwl2

l2

∏
l≠l1,l2

∥Dδ−1(l)fl∥pl
.(5.41)

We then distribute the derivatives as before:

∑
kmax

2kmax⋅β(rG,v
l1,l2)∥∆kmax

Dβ(wl1 ,l1)fl1∥pl1
∥∆kmax

Dβ(wl2 ,l2)fl2∥pl2

≤ ∑
kmax

min (2kmaxβ(rG,v
l1,l2 )∥Dβ(wl1 ,l1)fl1∥Ḃ0

pl1

∥∥Dβ(wl2 ,l2)fl2∥Ḃ0
pl2

,

2−kmaxβ(rG,v
l1,l2 )∥Dβ(wl1 ,l1)fl1∥

Ḃ
β(rG ,vl1,l2 )
pl1

∥Dβ(wl2 ,l2)fl2∥
Ḃ

β(rG ,vl1,l2 )
pl2

)

≲∥Dβ(rG,l1)fl1∥pl1
∥Dβ(wl2 ,l2)fl2∥pl2

+ ∥Dβ(wl1 ,l1)fl1∥pl1
∥Dβ(rG,l2)fl2∥pl2

.(5.42)

We plug (5.42) into (5.41) and obtain the estimate (5.10) claimed in the inductive statement.

�

5.2. Bi-parameter flag Leibniz rule. We will extend our inductive argument to bi-parameter flag Leibniz rules
of arbitrary complexity in dimension38 one. We follow the same notation as before, except for the addition of
subscription to indicate which parameter is involved. For example, for any v ∈ V , βv

j represents the derivative for
the j-th parameter (for j = 1,2). As in the one-parameter setting, the frequency space for each parameter can be
decomposed into conical regions of the form (5.1) or (5.2). We correspondingly define the maps Mj and mj for
j = 1,2 on the collection of conical regions for the j-th parameter:

M1(R) ∶= {1 ≤ l ≤ n ∶ (ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∈ R, ∣ξl∣ ∼max1≤l′≤n ∣ξl′ ∣}, m1(R) ∶= {1 ≤ l ≤ n ∶ (ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∈ R, ∣ξl∣ ≪max1≤l′≤n ∣ξl′ ∣},
M2(R′) ∶= {1 ≤ l ≤ n ∶ (η1, . . . , ηn) ∈ R′, ∣ηl∣ ∼max1≤l′≤n ∣ηl′ ∣}, m2(R′) ∶= {1 ≤ l ≤ n ∶ (η1, . . . , ηn) ∈ R′, ∣ηl∣ ≪ max1≤l′≤n ∣ηl′ ∣},
where R denotes a conical region for the first parameter and R′ a conical region for the second parameter.

Fix any integer k; we define the projections P
(j)
k

(j = 1,2) depending on l as follows:

P
(1)
k
(l) ∶=

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
∆
(1)
k

if l ∈M1(R)
S
(1)
k

if l ∈ m1(R), and P
(2)
k
(l) ∶=

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
∆
(2)
k

if l ∈M2(R′)
S
(2)
k

if l ∈ m2(R′).
Similarly, we define P

(j)
k,L

(j = 1,2) for fixed k ∈ Z and L ∈ R by

P
(1)
k,L
(l) ∶=

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
∆
(1)
k,L

if l ∈M1(R)
S
(1)
k,L if l ∈ m1(R), and P

(2)
k,L
(l) ∶=

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
∆
(2)
k,L

if l ∈M2(R′)
S
(2)
k,L if l ∈ m2(R′).

Let kmax and mmax specify the Whitney cubes at scales kmax and mmax in the cone R for the first parameter
and R′ for the second parameter. We can thus express the multilinear expression localized to a union of Whitney
rectangles39 at the scale kmax ×mmax in the conical region R ×R′ as

TR×R′

G ((P (1)
kmax

P (2)mmax
fl)1≤l≤n).

Since we will always focus on a certain conical region, the above expression will be abbreviated as

TG((P (1)kmax
P (2)mmax

fl)1≤l≤n).
38As mentioned in the beginning of Section 5, the methods are adaptable to higher dimensions, in a straightforward manner.
39In this case, a Whitney rectangle is simply the product of two Whitney cubes, one in each parameter.
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The multilinear expression restricted to this cone can then be written as

∑
kmax,mmax∈Z

TG((P (1)kmax
P (2)mmax

fl)1≤l≤n).
Similarly to the one-parameter analysis, the cone decomposition can also be applied to a subtree Gv with v ∈ V

for both parameters and let kmax(v) and mmax(v) specify the Whitney cubes in these conical regions for Gv. We
will follow the abbreviation in the one-parameter setting so that kmax and mmax refer to kmax(rG) and mmax(rG)
respectively.

Define the sum of partial derivatives from the vertex v to the leaf fl by

βj(v, l) ∶= ∑
w∈Vv

l

βw
j , for j = 1,2.

With some abuse of notation, if v = fl is a leaf, then βj(v, l) = 0.
Our goal is to prove bi-parameter versions of the inductive statements in Proposition 5.1. The statements (1),

(2) and (3) below describe estimates for the multi-linear expression TG(P (1)kmax
P
(2)
mmax

fl)1≤l≤n on a union of Whitney

rectangles (the product of two Whitney cubes) at a fixed scale kmax ×mmax localized to a conical region (the
product of two conical regions, one for each parameter); several possibilities need to be investigated:

● the Whitney cubes can be in any conical region for both parameters;
● for at least one parameter its Whitney cube is located in a “diagonal” conical region;
● the Whitney cubes are in diagonal conical regions for both parameters.

One observes that (1) - (3) impose conditions from weak to strong so that (3) implies (2) and (2) leads to
(1). The statements (4) and (5) concern Leibniz rules when the frequency space for one parameter is localized
on a conical region and on a union of Whitney cubes at a fixed scale for the other parameter. (4) corresponds to
the case when the Whitney cubes for one parameter are in any conical region while (5) describes the case when
the Whitney cubes lie in a diagonal conical region. (6) is the Leibniz rule when the frequency spaces for both
parameters are localized on a conical region.

Proposition 5.3. Suppose that all the Lebesgue exponents in the inductive statement satisfy the condition described
in Theorem 1.1 and that TG is restricted to the cone denoted by R for the first parameter and R′ for the second
parameter.

(1) Suppose that l0 ∈M1(R) and l′0 ∈M2(R′).
(a) If l0 = l′0, then

∥TG(P (1)kmax
P (2)mmax

fl)1≤l≤n∥r⃗ ≲ 2kmax⋅β1(rG,l0)2mmax⋅β2(rG ,l0)∥∆(1)kmax
∆(2)mmax

fl0∥p⃗l0
∑

δ1⊗δ2 ∣(V
rG
l0
)c

∏
l≠l0

∥Dδ
−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ
−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

.

(5.43)

(b) If l0 ≠ l′0, then
∥TG(P (1)kmax

P (2)mmax
fl)1≤l≤n∥r⃗ ≲ 2kmax ⋅β1(rG,l0)2mmax⋅β2(rG,l

′
0
)

⋅ ∑
δ1 ∣(V

rG
l0
)c

δ2 ∣(V
rG
l′
0

)c

∥∆(1)
kmax

D
δ
−1
2
(l0)

(2)
fl0∥p⃗l0

∥∆(2)mmax
D

δ
−1
1
(l′

0
)

(1)
fl′

0
∥p⃗l′

0

∏
l≠l0,l

′
0

∥Dδ
−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ
−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

.(5.44)

(2) Suppose that l1, l2 ∈M1(R) with l1 ≠ l2 and l′0 ∈M2(R′).
(a) If l1 = l′0, then
∥TG(P (1)kmax

P (2)mmax
fl)1≤l≤n∥r⃗ ≲2kmaxβ1(rG,v

l1,l2 )2mmaxβ2(rG,l1)∥∆(1)
kmax

∆(2)mmax
D

β1(w
l1 ,l1)

(1)
fl1∥p⃗l1

⋅ ∑
δ1∣
(V

rG
l1
)c∖Vwl2

l2

δ2 ∣(V
rG
l1
)c

∥∆(1)
kmax

D
β1(w

l2 ,l2)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l2)

(2)
fl2∥p⃗l2

∏
l≠l1,l2

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

.(5.45)

(b) If l1, l2 ≠ l′0, then
∥TG(P (1)kmax

P (2)mmax
fl)1≤l≤n∥r⃗ ≲ 2kmaxβ1(rG,v

l1,l2 )2mmaxβ2(rG,l
′
0
) ∏
l≠l1,l2

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l
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⋅ ∑
δ1 ∣
(V

rG
l1
)c∖Vwl2

l2

δ2 ∣(V
rG
l′
0

)c

∥∆(1)
kmax

D
β1(w

l1 ,l1)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l1)

(2)
fl1∥p⃗l1

∥∆(1)
kmax

D
β1(w

l2 ,l2)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l2)

(2)
fl2∥p⃗l2

∥∆(2)mmax
D

δ−1
1
(l′

0
)

(1)
fl′

0
∥pl′

0

.

(3) Suppose that l1, l2 ∈M1(R) with l1 ≠ l2 and l′1, l
′
2 ∈M2(R′) with l′1 ≠ l′2.

(a) If l1 = l′1 and l2 = l′2, then
∥TG(P (1)kmax

P (2)mmax
fl)1≤l≤n∥r⃗ ≲2kmaxβ1(rG,v

l1,l2 )2mmaxβ2(rG,v
l1,l2) ∑

δ1⊗δ2 ∣
(V

rG
l1
)c∖Vwl2

l2

∏
l≠l1,l2

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

⋅ ∥∆(1)kmax
∆(2)mmax

D
β1(w

l1 ,l1)

(1)
D

β2(w
l1 ,l1)

(2)
fl1∥p⃗l1

∥∆(1)kmax
∆(2)mmax

D
β1(w

l2 ,l2)

(1)
D

β2(w
l2 ,l2)

(2)
fl2∥p⃗l2

.

(b) If l1 = l′1 and l2 ≠ l′2, then
∥TG(P (1)kmax

P (2)mmax
fl)1≤l≤n∥r⃗ ≲ 2kmaxβ1(rG,v

l1,l2 )2mmaxβ2(rG ,v
l1,l′

2)∥∆(1)
kmax

∆(2)mmax
D

β1(w
l1 ,l1)

(1)
D

β2(w
l1 ,l1)

(2)
fl1∥p⃗l1

⋅ ∑
δ1∣
(V

rG
l1
)c∖Vwl2

l2

δ2∣
(V

rG
l1
)c∖Vw

l′
2

l′
2

∥∆(1)kmax
D

β1(w
l2 ,l2)

(1)
D

δ
−1
2
(l2)

(2)
fl2∥p⃗l2

∥∆(2)mmax
D

δ
−1
1
(l′

2
)

(1)
D

β2(w
l′
2 ,l
′
2
)

(2)
fl′

2
∥pl′

2

∏
l≠l1,l2,l

′
2

∥Dδ
−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ
−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

.

(c) If l1 ≠ l′1 and l2 ≠ l′2, then
∥TG(P (1)kmax

P (2)mmax
fl)1≤l≤n∥r⃗ ≲2kmaxβ1(rG,v

l1,l2 )2mmaxβ2(rG,v
l′
1
,l′
2 ) ∏

l≠l1,l2,l
′
1
,l′
2

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

⋅ ∑
δ1 ∣
(V

rG
l1
)c∖Vwl2

l2

δ2 ∣
(V

rG
l′
1

)c∖Vw
l′
2

l′
2

∥∆(1)kmax
D

β1(w
l1 ,l1)

(1)
D

δ
−1
2
(l1)

(2)
fl1∥p⃗l1

∥∆(2)mmax
D

δ
−1
1
(l′

1
)

(1)
D

β2(w
l′
1 ,l
′
1
)

(2)
fl′

1
∥pl′

1

⋅ ∥∆(1)
kmax

D
β1(w

l2 ,l2)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l2)

(2)
fl2∥p⃗l2

∥∆(2)mmax
D

δ−1
1
(l′

2
)

(1)
D

β2(w
l′
2 ,l′

2
)

(2)
fl′

2
∥pl′

2

.

(4) Suppose that l0 ∈M1(R). Then

∥ ∑
mmax∈Z

TG(P (1)kmax
P (2)mmax

fl)1≤l≤n∥
r⃗
≲ 2kmax⋅β1(rG,l0) ∑

δ2
δ1∣(V

rG
l0
)c

∥∆(1)
kmax

D
δ−1
2
(l0)

(2)
fl0∥p⃗l0

∏
l≠l0

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

.(5.46)

(5) Suppose that l1, l2 ∈M1(R) with l1 ≠ l2. Then

∥ ∑
mmax∈Z

TG(P (1)kmax
P (2)mmax

fl)1≤l≤n∥
r⃗
≲2kmax⋅β1(rG,v

l1,l2) ∏
l≠l1,l2

∥Dδ
−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ
−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

⋅ ∑
δ2

δ1∣
(V

rG
l1
)c∖Vwl2

l2

∥∆(1)
kmax

D
β1(w

l1 ,l1)

(1)
D

δ
−1
2
(l1)

(2)
fl1∥p⃗l1

∥∆(1)
kmax

D
β1(w

l2 ,l2)

(1)
D

δ
−1
2
(l2)

(2)
fl2∥p⃗l2

.

(6) If we sum over the whole conical regions, we have

∥ ∑
kmax∈Z
mmax∈Z

TG(P (1)kmax
P (2)mmax

fl)1≤l≤n∥
r⃗
≲∑

δ

∏
l

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

.(5.47)

Remark 5.4. (i) Observe that the cases summarized in (2) and (3) are not exhaustive but typical: other cases not
explicitly stated (such as l2 = l′0 in (2) and l1 = l′2, l2 ≠ l′1 in (3) can be estimated analogously.
(ii) Due to symmetry, the term

∑
kmax∈Z

TG(P (1)kmax
P (2)mmax

fl)1≤l≤n
is to be treated in the same way as statements (4) or (5) – based on the structure of the conical regions.
(iii) We realize that the semi-localized operator

TG((P (1)kmax
fl)1≤l≤n)(5.48)
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can be written as a finite sum of terms appearing in the laft-hand side of (5.46), so that it satisfies the same
estimate:

∥(5.48)∥r⃗ ≲ 2kmax⋅β1(rG,l0) ∑
δ2

δ1 ∣(V
rG
l0
)c

∥∆(1)
kmax

D
δ−1
2
(l0)

(2)
fl0∥p⃗l0

∏
l≠l0

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

.(5.49)

By symmetry, a similar estimate holds for TG((P (2)mmax
fl)1≤l≤n).

(iv) We notice that as before (5.47) generates the following global Leibniz rule:

(5.50) ∥TG((fl)1≤l≤n)∥r⃗ ≲∑
δ

∏
l

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

.

and the Leibniz rule corresponding to a cone localization in the first parameter:

(5.51) ∥ ∑
kmax∈Z

TG ((P (1)kmax
fl)1≤l≤n)∥

r⃗
≲∑

δ

∏
l

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

.

Due to the range of different conical regions for each parameter, and hence to the various ways the root symbol
can split, more auxiliary inductive statements (necessary for proving Theorem 1.1 in the bi-parameter case) appear.
The strategy of the proof is however the same as in the previous Section 5.1, and we will especially focus on two
aspects: the splitting of the root symbol (when the corresponding cone is of the type (5.1)) and the Fourier series
decompositions, which allows to systematically reduce the estimation to subtrees of lower complexity. Because of
this, the proof of many of these auxiliary statements will be left to the reader.

Proof of Proposition 5.3. (1) We first illustrate the proof for (1), namely (5.43) and (5.44), focusing on the second
case (5.44) since (5.43) follows a similar and indeed simpler argument. We observe that the base case for (5.44)
can be verified easily by using the Fourier series decomposition and extending the argument in the one-parameter
setting.

We assume that all the inductive statements hold for trees of all lower complexities. We recall that the

multilinear expression TG(P (1)kmax
P
(2)
mmax

fl)1≤l≤n yields the localization to the frequency region Rkmax
×R′mmax

, where

Rkmax
∶= {(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∶ ∣ξl ∣ ∼ 2kmax for l ∈M1(R) and ∣ξl ∣≪ 2kmax for l ∈ m1(R)},(5.52)

R′mmax
∶= {(η1, . . . , ηn) ∶ ∣ηl∣ ∼ 2mmax for l ∈M2(R′) and ∣ηl∣≪ 2mmax for l ∈ m2(R′)},(5.53)

so that ∣∑n
l=1 ξl∣ ≤ n2kmax and ∣∑n

l=1 ηl∣ ≤ n2mmax . As in the one-parameter setting, we smoothly restrict the symbol

(5.54) m
β
rG
1

( n

∑
l=1

ξl) ∶= ∣
n

∑
l=1

ξl∣βrG
1

to the interval [−n2kmax , n2kmax] and denote it by mkmax

β
rG
1

(∑n
l=1 ξl). Similarly, we denote by mmmax

β
rG
2

(∑n
l=1 ηl) the

symbol

(5.55) m
β
rG
2

( n

∑
l=1

ηl) ∶= ∣
n

∑
l=1

ηl∣βrG
2

localized to the interval [−n2mmax , n2mmax]. We undertake the Fourier series decomposition of the localized symbols

mkmax

β
rG
1

( n

∑
l=1

ξl) = (2kmax)βrG
1 ∑

L∈Z

CLe
2πi L

n2kmax
∑

n
l=1 ξl ,(5.56)

mmmax

β
rG
2

( n

∑
l=1

ηl) = (2mmax)βrG
2 ∑

L′∈Z

CL′e
2πi L′

n2mmax ∑
n
l=1 ηl ,(5.57)

where the (renormalized) Fourier coefficients satisfy the decaying conditions

∣CL∣ ≲ 1

(1 + ∣L∣)1+βrG
1

, ∣CL′ ∣ ≲ 1

(1 + ∣L′∣)1+βrG
2

.

By applying the Fourier series representations on the multiplier, we indeed obtain

TG(P (1)kmax
P (2)mmax

fl)1≤l≤n(x, y) = ∑
L,L′∈Z

CLCL′2
kmax ⋅β

rG
1 2mmax⋅β

rG
2 ⋅

n1

∏
i=1

TGvi ((P (1)kmax
P (2)mmax

fl)l∈L(vi)) (x + L

n2kmax

, y +
L′

n2mmax

).
(5.58)
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Therefore (5.58) in its ∥ ⋅ ∥r⃗ norm40 can be majorized by

(5.59) 2kmax⋅β
rG
1 2mmax⋅β

rG
2

n1

∏
i=1

∥TGvi ((P (1)kmax
P (2)mmax

fl)l∈L(vi)) ∥p⃗vi
.

We notice that there are 2 possibilities for the tree structure with respect to l0 and l
′
0 where l0 ∈M1(R), l′0 ∈M2(R′)

with l0 ≠ l′0:
(i) l0, l

′
0 belong to the same subtree Vvi0 for some 1 ≤ i0 ≤ n1. Assume without loss of generality that l0, l

′
0 ∈

L(v1).
(ii) l0 ∈ L(vi0) and l′0 ∈ L(vi′0) for some i0 ≠ i′0. Assume that i0 = 1 and i′0 = 2.

In Case (i), one observes that M1(R) ∩ L(v1) ≠ ∅ and M2(R′) ∩ L(v1) ≠ ∅. This implies that the subtree Gv1 is
automatically restricted to the conical regions

R(v1) ∶={(ξl)l∈L(v1) ∶ ∣ξl∣≫ ∣ξl′ ∣ for l ∈ L(v1) ∩M1(R), l′ ∈ L(v1) ∖M1(R)};(5.60)

R′(v1) ∶={(ηl)l∈L(v1) ∶ ∣ηl∣≫ ∣ηl′ ∣ for l ∈ L(v1) ∩M2(R′), l′ ∈ L(v1) ∖M2(R′)}.(5.61)

Furthermore, kmax = kmax(v1) and mmax = mmax(v1) specify the Whitney cubes in the cones (5.60) and (5.61).
One can then invoke the inductive hypothesis (5.44) on TGv1 localized on Whitney cubes (at fixed scales) for both
parameters:

∥TGv1 ((P (1)kmax
P (2)mmax

fl)l∈L(v1))∥p⃗v1

≲2kmax ⋅β1(v1,l0)2mmax⋅β2(v1,l
′
0
) ∑
δ1∣(Vv1

l0
)c

δ2∣(Vv1
l′
0

)c

∥∆(1)
kmax

D
δ−1
2
(l0)

(2)
fl0∥p⃗l0

∥∆(2)mmax
D

δ−1
1
(l′

0
)

(1)
fl′

0
∥p⃗l′

0

∏
l≠l0,l

′
0

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

.(5.62)

Meanwhile the inductive hypothesis (5.47) and thus (5.50) can be invoked to estimate TGvi for i ≠ 1:
∥TGvi ((P (1)kmax

P (2)mmax
fl)l∈L(vi)) ∥p⃗vi

≲ ∑
δ∣Vvi

∏
l∈L(vi)

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

.(5.63)

By applying the estimates (5.62) and (5.63) to (5.58), we obtain the desired estimate claimed in the inductive
statement (5.44).

In Case (ii), we define for l ∈ L(v1)
f̃l ∶= P (2)mmax

fl,

and for l ∈ L(v2)
f̃l ∶= P (1)kmax

fl.

Then we apply the inductive hypothesis ((5.46) and thus) (5.49) to estimate

∥TGv1 ((P (1)kmax
P (2)mmax

fl)l∈L(v1))∥p⃗v1

= ∥TGv1 ((P (1)kmax
f̃l)l∈L(v1))∥p⃗v1

≲2kmax⋅β1(v1,l0) ∑
δ2∣Vv1

δ1 ∣(Vv1
l0
)c

∥∆(1)
kmax

D
δ−1
2
(l0)

(2)
fl0∥p⃗l0

∏
l∈L(v1)
l≠l0

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

,(5.64)

and

∥TGv2 ((P (1)kmax
P (2)mmax

fl)l∈L(v2))∥p⃗v2

= ∥TGv2 ((P (2)mmax
f̃l)l∈L(v2))∥p⃗v2

≲2mmax⋅β2(v2,l
′
0
) ∑

δ1∣Vv2

δ2 ∣(Vv2
l′
0

)c

∥∆(2)mmax
D

δ
−1
1
(l′

0
)

(1)
fl′

0
∥p⃗l′

0

∏
l∈L(v2)
l≠l′

0

∥Dδ
−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ
−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

.(5.65)

We also recall the inductive hypothesis (5.47) and hence (5.50) to the other subtrees corresponding to the mul-
tilinear forms for i ≠ 1,2 and obtain the estimate (5.63). Plugging the estimates (5.64), (5.65) and (5.63) into
(5.58), we derive the estimate specified on the right hand side of (5.44) as desired.

40We recall that if ∥ ⋅ ∥r⃗ is not subadditive (i.e. if r1 < 1 or r2 < 1), we need to use instead ∥ ⋅ ∥τr⃗ with τ ≤ min(1, r1, r2). The
analysis is similar to the reasoning in Section 4.2; in particular, we derive analogous estimate to (4.18), which generate the appropriate
conditions on the Lebesgue exponents (1.25).
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(2) For the inductive statement (2), we will provide a proof for Case (2a). Case (2b) can be verified using a similar
(although not perfectly identical) argument – the hypotheses taking part in the inductive argument are different
for the two cases. The base case concerns the estimate for

D
β1

(1)
D

β2

(2)
((P (1)

kmax
P (2)mmax

fl)1≤l≤n).
The Fourier series decomposition of the symbol gives

∑
L,L′∈Z

CLCL′2
kmaxβ12mmaxβ2

n

∏
i=1

P
(1)
kmax

P (2)mmax
fl(x + L

n2kmax

, y +
L′

n2mmax

)

whose Lr⃗ norm for r1, r2 ≥ 1 41 can be majorized by

2kmaxβ12mmaxβ2

n

∏
i=1

∥P (1)
kmax

P (2)mmax
fl∥p⃗l

due to Hölder’s inequality. We recall that in the base case vl1,l2 is the root and wl1 = l1, wl2 = l2 so that

β1(rG , vl1,l2) = β1, β2(rG , l1) = β2,
β1(wl1 , l1) = 0, β2(wl2 , l2) = 0.

We have thus verified the base case for (5.45).
To prove the inductive statement, we apply the Fourier series decomposition on the root symbol as before to

tensorize the operator into operators associated to subtrees and obtain (5.58); its Lr⃗ norm can now be estimated
by (5.59). There are 2 possible positions for l1, l2 ∈M1(R) and l′0 ∈M2(R′) with l1 = l′0 and l1 ≠ l2.

(i) l1, l2 ∈ L(vi0). Assume without loss of generality that i0 = 1.
(ii) l1 ∈ L(vi0) and l2 ∈ L(vi′0) with i0 ≠ i′0. Assume that i0 = 1 and i′0 = 2.
For Case (i), we deduce that the multilinear expression associated to the subtree Gv1 is automatically restricted

to the cones R(v1) and R′(v1) of the form (5.60) and (5.61). By assumption, l1, l2 ∈ M1(R(v1)) and l′0 = l1 ∈
M2(R′(v1)). Let kmax = kmax(v1) and mmax = mmax(v1) indicate the Whitney cubes in the cones R(v1) and
R′(v1). By the inductive hypothesis (5.45),

∥TGv1 (P (1)kmax
P (2)mmax

fl)l∈L(v1)∥p⃗v1
≲2kmaxβ1(v1,v

l1,l2)2mmaxβ2(v1,l1) ∏
l∈L(v1)
l≠l1,l2

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

(5.66)

⋅ ∥∆(1)
kmax

∆(2)mmax
D

β1(w
l1 ,l1)

(1)
fl1∥p⃗l1

∑
δ1∣
(V

v1
l1
)c∖Vwl2

l2

δ2 ∣(Vv1
l1
)c

∥∆(1)
kmax

D
β1(w

l2 ,l2)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l2)

(2)
fl2∥p⃗l2

.

We can invoke the inductive hypothesis (5.50) – assumed to hold for trees of lower complexities – to estimate

∥TGvi (P (1)kmax
P
(2)
mmax

fl)l∈L(vi)∥p⃗vi
for i ≠ 1; we obtain the bound

(5.67) ∑
δ∣Vvi

∏
l∈L(vi)

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

.

By plugging the estimates (5.66) and (5.67) into (5.59), we conclude with (5.45).

In Case (ii), the localization of the original TG to the cones R and R′ imposes a similar restriction to conical
regions on TGv1 and TGv2 . More precisely, let R(v1) and R′(v1) denote the conical regions for the subtrees Gv1 for
the first and second parameters respectively as before. Let R(v2) represent the conical region for the subtree Gv2
for the first parameter.

Then we have l1 ∈ M1(R(v1)), l2 ∈M1(R(v2)) and l′0 ∈ M2(R′(v1)) with l1 = l′0. Also, kmax = kmax(v1) and
mmax =mmax(v1) indicate the Whitney cubes in the cones R(v1) and R′(v1) for the first and second parameters.
The inductive hypothesis (5.43) describes exactly the estimate for the subtree Gv1 :

∥TGv1 (P (1)kmax
P (2)mmax

fl)l∈L(v1)∥p⃗v1
≲2kmaxβ1(v1,l1)2mmaxβ2(v1,l1)∥∆(1)

kmax
∆(2)mmax

fl1∥p⃗l1
∑

δ1⊗δ2 ∣(Vv1
l1
)c

∏
l∈L(v1)
l≠l1

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

41The estimate in Lr⃗ norm when r1, r2 ≥ 1 doesn’t hold requests appropriate conditions on the Lebesgue exponents – see (1.25).
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≲2mmaxβ2(v1,l1)∥∆(1)
kmax

∆(2)mmax
D

β1(v1,l1)

(1)
fl1∥p⃗l1

∑
δ1⊗δ2∣(Vv1

l1
)c

∏
l∈L(v1)
l≠l1

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

,(5.68)

where the last inequality follows from (2.7).
Due to the localization to the cone R(v2) for the first parameter, we also apply the (corollary of the) inductive

hypothesis – (5.49) – to derive the following estimate for the subtree Gv2 :

∥TGv2 (P (1)kmax
P (2)mmax

fl)l∈L(v2)∥p⃗v2
≲ ∑

δ2∣Vv2

δ1 ∣(Vv2
l2
)c

∥∆(1)
kmax

D
β1(v2,l1)

(1)
D

δ
−1
2
(l2)

(2)
fl2∥p⃗l2

∏
l∈L(v2)
l≠l2

∥Dδ
−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ
−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

.(5.69)

Last but not least, we use the bound (5.67) for ∥TGvi (P (1)kmax
P
(2)
mmax

fl)l∈L(vi)∥p⃗vi
, i ≠ 1,2. With the application of

(5.68), (5.69) and (5.67) to (5.59), we complete the proof of the inductive statement (5.45).

(6) The base case of the statement (5.47), corresponding to a tree of complexity 1, is contained in [18]; in Section
4, trees of complexity 2 were treated.

We will focus on the case when the multilinear expression is localized on conical regions of type (5.1) for both
parameters, as this is the situation which requires the use of commutators – the tools that allow to depart from the
usual methods relying on Coifman-Meyer multipliers. The other cases follow similar arguments with application
of possibly different inductive hypotheses. The treatment presented here resembles the proof for the bi-parameter
5-linear flag Leibniz rule presented in Section 4.1.

For the symbol in each parameter, we independently carry out the procedure described in the one-parameter
setting to derive a similar expression to (5.29). One will first split the root symbol and introduce appropriate
commutators in both parameters. Let l0, l

′
0 ∈ L(rG) denote the indices such that

(5.70) M1(R) = {l0}, M2(R′) = {l′0},
and suppose

l0 ∈ L(vi0), l′0 ∈ L(vi′0).
Then the root symbols ((5.54) and (5.55)) localized to the conical regions specified by (5.70) are decomposed as
follows:

m
β
rG
1

( n

∑
l=1

ξl) = ∑̃
i≠i0

m
kl0

C
β
rG
1

( ∑
l∈L(vi0)

ξl, ∑
l∉L(vi0 )

ξl) ⋅ ∑
l∈L(vĩ)

ξl

´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶
A1

+ ∣ ∑
l∈L(vi0 )

ξl∣βrG

´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶
A2

,

m
β
rG
2

( n

∑
l=1

ηl) = ∑
ĩ′≠i′

0

m
ml′

0

C
β
rG
2

( ∑
l∈L(vi′

0

)

ηl, ∑
l∉L(vi′

0

)

ηl) ⋅ ∑
l∈L(vĩ′ )

ηl

´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶
B1

+ ∣ ∑
l∈L(vi′

0

)

ηl∣βrG
2

´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶
B2

,(5.71)

where

mC
β
rG
1

(ξ̃1, ξ̃2) ∶= ∣ξ̃1 + ξ̃2∣
β
rG
1 − ∣ξ̃1∣βrG

1

ξ̃2
, mC

β
rG
2

(η̃1, η̃2) ∶= ∣η̃1 + η̃2∣
β
rG
2 − ∣η̃1∣βrG

2

η̃2
.(5.72)

Recall that Rkmax
and R′mmax

are defined in (5.52) and (5.53) and due to the assumption (5.70) on M1(R) and
M2(R′), they take the form

Rkmax
=Rkl0

= {(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∶ ∣ξl0 ∣ ∼ 2kl0 , ∣ξl ∣≪ 2kl0 for l ≠ l0},(5.73)

R′mmax
=R′ml′

0

= {(η1, . . . , ηn) ∶ ∣ηl′
0
∣ ∼ 2ml′

0 , ∣ηl ∣≪ 2
ml′

0 for l ≠ l′0}.(5.74)

We notice that Rkl0
and R′ml′

0

can be decomposed as Whitney cubes on which we will perform double Fourier

series decompositions. In particular,

Rkl0
=R+kl0

∪R−kl0
, R′ml′

0

= (R′ml′
0

)+ ∪ (R′ml′
0

)−,
where each Whitney cube is defined by

R+kl0
∶= {(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∶ ξl0 ∼ 2kl0 , ∣ξl ∣≪ 2kl0 for l ≠ l0}, R−kl0

∶= {(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∶ ξl0 ∼ −2kl0 , ∣ξl∣≪ 2kl0 for l ≠ l0},
(5.75)
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R+ml′
0

∶= {(η1, . . . , ηn) ∶ ηl′
0
∼ 2

ml′
0 , ∣ηl∣≪ 2

ml′
0 for l ≠ l′0}, R−ml′

0

∶= {(η1, . . . , ηn) ∶ ηl′
0
∼ −2ml′

0 , ∣ηl∣≪ 2
ml′

0 for l ≠ l′0}.
(5.76)

As previously, we smoothly restrict the symbol mC
β
rG
1

(5.72) to the Whitney cube R+kl0
and to R−kl0

(5.75)

and denote the localized symbols by m
kl0

,+

C
β
rG
1

and m
kl0

,−

C
β
rG
1

respectively. Similarly, the symbol mC
β
rG
2

restricted to

(R′ml′
0

)±regions in (5.76) are denoted by m
ml′

0

,±

C
β
rG
2

.

We use Fourier series decomposition to rewrite the symbol m
kl0

,±

C
β
rG
1

( ∑
l∈L(vi0)

ξl, ∑
l∉L(vi0 )

ξl), which is indeed (5.25)

with βrG replaced by βrG
1 . Similarly,

m
ml′

0

,±

C
β
rG
2

( ∑
l∈L(vi′

0

)

ηl, ∑
l∉L(vi′

0

)

ηl) = ∑
L′

1
,L′

2

C±L′
1
,L′

2

2
ml′

0

(β
rG
2
−1)
e
2πiL′

1

∑l∈L′(v
i′
0

) ηl

2

m
l′
0 e

2πiL′
2

∑l∉L(v
i′
0

) ηl

2

m
l′
0 .

The estimate for the multiplier in the biparameter setting concerns the different combinations of the symbols
involving the commutators and the symbols for differential operators on subtrees of lower complexity:

A1 ⋅B1, A1 ⋅B2, A2 ⋅B1, A2 ⋅ B2.
where A1 and B1 are symbols for commutators while A2 and B2 represent symbols for differential operators on
subtrees. There are 3 possibilities with respect to the relation between l0 and l′0:

(i) l0 = l′0;

(ii) l0 ≠ l′0 and l0, l
′
0 ∈ L(vi0) for some i0. Assume that i0 = 1;

(iii) l0 ∈ L(vi0) and l′0 ∈ L(vi′0) for some i0 ≠ i′0. Assume that i0 = 1 and i′0 = 2.
Different possibilities generate multipliers that are analogous to the operators discussed in Section 4.1. In the

generic induction, estimates for those multipliers are reduced to estimates on subtrees that request various inductive
hypotheses. Since the procedure of reduction to subtree estimates is similar in all cases and the computations
after the application of the inductive hypotheses are analogous, we will focus on the proof in Case (i).

When l0 = l′0, assume without loss of generality that l0 = 1 ∈ L(v1) and thus i0 = 1. The multipliers involved are
listed and estimated as follows.

● estimating A1 ⋅ B1 (5.71):

Due to the assumption, we will refer to kmax as k1 and mmax as m1. When ĩ = ĩ′ = 2 in (5.71), the multiplier
takes the form:

∑
L1,L2∈Z
L′

1
,L′

2
∈Z

C±L1,L2
C±L′

1
,L′

2
∑

kmax(v2)≪k1

mmax(v2)≪m1

2kmax(v2)2k1⋅(β
rG
1
−1)2mmax(v2)2m1⋅(β

rG
2
−1)⋅

TGv1 (∆(1)k1,±
∆
(2)
m1,±f1, (S(1)k1

S(2)m1
fl)l∈L(v1)

l≠1

))(x + L1

2k1

, y +
L′1
2m1

)⋅

TGv2 ((P (1)kmax(v2)
P
(2)

mmax(v2)
fl)l∈L(v2))(x +

L2

2k1

, y +
L′2
2m1

)⋅
n1

∏
i=3

TGvi ((S(1)k1
S(2)m1

fl)l∈L(vi)) (x + L2

2k1

, y +
L′2
2m1

).(5.77)

The case when ĩ ≠ ĩ′ follows a similar argument and will not be discussed in details.
Due to the decay of the Fourier coefficients, the Lr⃗ norm of (5.77) can be bounded by

∑
kmax(v2)≪k1

mmax(v2)≪m1

2kmax(v2)2k1⋅(β
rG
1
−1)2mmax(v2)2m1⋅(β

rG
2
−1)∥TGv1 (∆(1)k1,+

∆
(2)
m1,+f1, (S(1)k1

S(2)m1
fl)l∈L(v1)

l≠1

))∥
p⃗v1

⋅∥TGv2 ((P (1)kmax(v2)
P
(2)

kmax(v2)
fl)l∈L(v2))∥p⃗v2

n1

∏
i=3

∥TGvi ((S(1)k1
S(2)m1

fl)l∈L(vi))∥p⃗vi

.(5.78)
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We can apply the inductive hypothesis (5.43) on TGv1 (∆(1)k1,±
∆
(2)
m1,±f1, (S(1)k1

S
(2)
m1
fl)l∈L(v1)

l≠1

)) and obtain

∥TGv1 (∆(1)k1,±
∆
(2)
m1,±

f1, (S(1)k1
S
(2)
m1
fl)l∈L(v1)

l≠1

))∥
p⃗v1
≲∥∆(1)

kmax
∆
(2)
mmax

D
β1(v1,1)

(1)
D

β2(v1,1)

(2)
∆
(1)
k1,±

∆
(2)
m1,±

f1∥p⃗1 ∑
δ1⊗δ2∣(V

v1
1
)c

∏
l≠1

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

≲∥∆(1)
kmax

∆
(2)
mmax

D
β1(v1,1)

(1)
D

β2(v1,1)

(2)
f1∥p⃗1 ∑

δ1⊗δ2∣(V
v1
1
)c

∏
l≠1

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l .(5.79)

Meanwhile, we further decompose the multilinear expression associated to the subtree Gv2 and denote by
R(v2) and R′(v2) the conical regions for the first and second parameters. We apply (5.43) or (5.44) depending
on the type of conical regions on

T
R(v2)×R

′(v2)
Gv2

((P (1)
kmax(v2)

P
(2)

kmax(v2)
fl)l∈L(v2)).

We also invoke (5.50) on

TGvi ((S(1)k1
S(2)m1

fl)l∈L(vi))
for i ≠ 1,2. Suppose that l̃ ∈M1(R(v2)) and l̃′ ∈ ∩M2(R′(v2)) with l̃ ≠ l̃′. Then (5.44) together with other
inductive hypotheses and the estimates (5.79) and (2.16) imply that

∥(5.78)∥r⃗ ≲ ∑
δ1∣V∖{rG}∖V

v1
1
∖V

v2

l̃

δ2∣V∖{rG}∖V
v1
1
∖V

v2

l̃′

∏
l≠1,l̃,l̃′

∥Dδ
−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ
−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

⋅ ∑
kmax(v2)≪k1

mmax(v2)≪m1

2kmax(v2)2k1⋅(β
rG
1
−1)2mmax(v2)2m1⋅(β

rG
2
−1)⋅

∥∆(1)
kmax

∆(2)mmax
D

β1(v1,1)

(1)
D

β2(v1,1)

(2)
f1∥p⃗1

⋅ ∥∆(1)
kmax(v2)

D
β1(v2,l̃)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l̃)

(2)
fl̃∥p⃗l̃
∥∆(2)

mmax(v2)
D

δ−1
1
(l̃′)

(1)
D

β2(v2,l̃
′)

(2)
fl̃′∥p⃗l̃′

.

The similar estimate developed in Section 4.1 can be applied to distribute derivatives as follows: for any fixed
δ1∣V∖{rG}∖Vv1

1
∖V

v2

l̃

and δ2∣V∖{rG}∖Vv1
1
∖V

v2

l̃′
, the inner sum can be bounded by

∑
k1

m1

min (2k1β
rG
1 2m1β

rG
2 ∥Dβ1(v1,1)

(1)
D

β2(v1,1)

(2)
f1∥Ḃ0

p1
1
,∞

Ḃ0

p2
1
,∞
∥Dβ1(v2,l̃)

(1)
D

δ
−1
2
(l̃)

(2)
fl̃∥

Ḃ0

p1

l̃
,∞

L
p2

l̃
∥Dδ

−1
1
(l̃′)

(1)
D

β2(v2,l̃
′)

(2)
fl̃′∥

L
p1

l̃′ Ḃ0

p2

l̃′
,∞

,

2k1β
rG
1 2−m1ǫ2∥Dβ1(v1,1)

(1)
D

β2(v1,1)

(2)
f1∥

Ḃ0

p1
1
,∞

Ḃ
β
rG
2

p2
1
,∞

∥Dβ1(v2,l̃)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l̃)

(2)
fl̃∥

Ḃ0

p1

l̃
,∞

L
p2

l̃
∥Dδ−1

1
(l̃′)

(1)
D

β2(v2,l̃
′)

(2)
fl̃′∥

L
p1

l̃′ Ḃ
ǫ2

p2

l̃′
,∞

,

2−k1ǫ12m1β
rG
2 ∥Dβ1(v1,1)

(1)
D

β2(v1,1)

(2)
f1∥

Ḃ
β
rG
1

p1
1
,∞

Ḃ0

p2
1
,∞

∥Dβ1(v2,l̃)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l̃)

(2)
fl̃∥

Ḃ
ǫ1

p1

l̃
,∞

L
p2

l̃
∥Dδ−1

1
(l̃′)

(1)
D

β2(v2,l̃
′)

(2)
fl̃′∥

L
p1

l̃′ Ḃ0

p2

l̃′
,∞

,

2−k1ǫ12−m1ǫ2∥Dβ1(v1,1)

(1)
D

β2(v1,1)

(2)
f1∥

Ḃ
β
rG
1

p1
1
,∞

Ḃ
β
rG
2

p2
1
,∞

∥Dβ1(v2,l̃)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l̃)

(2)
fl̃∥

Ḃ
ǫ1

p1

l̃
,∞

L
p2

l̃
∥Dδ−1

1
(l̃′)

(1)
D

β2(v2,l̃
′)

(2)
fl̃′∥

L
p1

l̃′ Ḃ
ǫ2

p2

l̃′
,∞

)

for 0 < ǫj <min(1, βrG
j ), j = 1,2. By the optimization and interpolation procedure specified in Section 5.3, we

attain the right hand side of the inductive statement (5.47).

● estimating A1 ⋅ B2 (5.71):

The multipliers generated by A1 ⋅ B2 are similar to the ones generated by A2 ⋅ B1; by symmetry it will be
enough to focus on the former. The symbol A1 ⋅B2 with ĩ = 2 in (5.71) generates the multiplier

∑
L1,L2∈Z

C±L1,L2
∑

kmax(v2)≪k1

m1

2kmax(v2)2k1 ⋅(β
rG
1
−1)D

β
rG
2

(2)
TGv1 (∆(1)

k1,±,
L1

2
k1

∆(2)m1
f1, (S(1)

k1,
L1

2
k1

S(2)m1
fl)l∈L(v1)

l≠1

))⋅

TGv2 ((P (1)
kmax(v2),

L2

2
k1

S(2)m1
fl)l∈L(v2))

n1

∏
i=3

TGvi ((S(1)
k1,

L2

2
k1

S(2)m1
fl)l∈L(vi)).

Let G̃v1 denote the tree having the same structure as Gv1 , except that the differential operator associated to

the vertex v1 is replaced by D
β
v1
1

(1)
D

β
v1
2
+β

rG
2

(2)
. As before, the estimate for the above term is the same as the

simpler term when Li = 0 for i = 1,2:

∑
kmax(v2)≪k1

m1

2kmax(v2)2k1⋅(β
rG
1
−1)⋅T

G̃v1
(∆(1)

k1,±
∆(2)m1

f1, (S(1)k1
S(2)m1

fl)l∈L(v1)
l≠1

)) ⋅ TGv2 ((P (1)kmax(v2)
S(2)m1

fl)l∈L(v2))
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⋅
n1

∏
i=3

TGvi ((S(1)k1
S(2)m1

fl)l∈L(vi)) .
As in the one-parameter setting, we perform finer paraproduct decompositions on the subtrees Gvi , i ≠ 1, for
the second parameter:

∑
kmax(v2)≪k1

m1

mmax(v2)

2kmax(v2)2k1⋅(β
rG
1
−1)T

G̃v1
(∆(1)

k1,±
∆(2)m1

f1, (S(1)k1
S(2)m1

fl)l∈L(v1)
l≠1

))⋅

TGv2 ((P (1)kmax(v2)
P
(2)

mmax(v2)
S(2)m1

fl)l∈L(v2))
n1

∏
i=3

∑
mmax(vi)

TGvi((S(1)k1
P
(2)

mmax(vi)
S(2)m1

fl)l∈L(vi)).(5.80)

Due to the observation that ∆
(2)

mmax(vi)
S
(2)
m1
≢ 0 if only if mmax(vi)≪m1, (5.80) can be simplified as

∑
kmax(v2)≪k1

mmax(v2)≪m1

2kmax(v2)2k1⋅(β
rG
1
−1)T

G̃v1
(∆(1)

k1,±
∆(2)m1

f1, (S(1)k1
S(2)m1

fl)l∈L(v1)
l≠1

))⋅

TGv2 ((P (1)kmax(v2)
P
(2)

mmax(v2)
fl)l∈L(v2))

n1

∏
i=3

∑
mmax(vi)∶mmax(vi)≪m1

TGvi ((S(1)k1
P
(2)

mmax(vi)
fl)l∈L(vi)).

We then apply the high-low switch technique to reduce the expression above to a sum of terms that can be
estimated using the inductive hypotheses. In particular,

∑
kmax(v2)≪k1

m1

mmax(v2)

2kmax(v2)2k1(β
rG
1
−1)T

G̃v1
(∆(1)

k1,±
∆(2)m1

f1, (S(1)k1
S(2)m1

fl)l∈L(v1)
l≠1

))TGv2 ((P (1)kmax(v2)
P
(2)

mmax(v2)
fl)l∈L(v2))

⋅
n1

∏
i=3

∑
mmax(vi)

TGvi ((S(1)k1
P
(2)

mmax(vi)
fl)l∈L(vi))

− ∑
kmax(v2)≪k1

mmax(v2)≻m1

2kmax(v2)2k1(β
rG
1
−1)T

G̃v1 (∆(1)k1,±
∆(2)m1

f1, (S(1)k1
S(2)m1

fl)l∈L(v1)
l≠1

))TGv2((P (1)kmax(v2)
P
(2)

mmax(v2)
fl)l∈L(v2))

⋅
n1

∏
i=3

∑
mmax(vi)

TGvi ((S(1)k1
P
(2)

mmax(vi)
fl)l∈L(vi))

± similar terms ∶= I − II ± similar terms.

We will elaborate on the estimates for the first term denoted by I and the second term denoted by II. For
I, we first recall the inductive hypothesis (5.46) that allows to control, for k1 and kmax(v2) fixed,
∑
m1

T
G̃v1
(∆(1)

k1,±
∆(2)m1

f1, (S(1)k1
S(2)m1

fl)l∈L(v1)
l≠1

)) and ∑
mmax(v2)

TGv2 ((P (1)kmax(v2)
P
(2)

mmax(v2)
fl)l∈L(v2)).

For i ≥ 3 and l ∈ L(vi), define
f̃l ∶= S(1)k1

fl.

and apply the inductive hypothesis (5.51) to

∑
mmax(vi)

TGvi ((P (2)mmax(vi)
f̃l)l∈L(vi)).

Suppose that l0 ∈M1(R(v2)). Combining the estimates from the inductive hypotheses, we derive that

∥I∥r⃗ ≲ ∑
δ2
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v2
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1
(l)
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(l)
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−1)

⋅ ∥∆(1)
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D

β1(v1,1)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(1)

(2)
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D
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(1)
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2
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(2)
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.

Now we fix δ2 and δ1∣V∖{rG}∖Vv1
1
∖V

v2
l0

and distribute the partial derivatives in the first parameter:

∑
kmax(v2)≪k1

2kmax(v2)2k1(β
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1
−1)∥∆(1)
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D

β1(v1,1)

(1)
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2
(1)

(2)
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D
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≲∑
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min(2k1β
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(1)
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2
(1)
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f1∥

Ḃ0
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D
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2
(1)
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f1∥

Ḃ
β
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1
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1
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L
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D

δ−1
2
(l̃)

(2)
fl̃∥

Ḃ
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p1

l̃
,∞

L
p2

l̃
);

using the optimization and interpolation described in Section 5.3, we deduce the inductive statement (5.47).
The term II requires the same inductive hypothesis (5.51) on

∑
mmax(vi)

TGvi ((S(1)k1
P
(2)

mmax(vi)
fl)l∈L(vi))

for i ≥ 3, while (5.43) yields estimates on T
G̃v1
(∆(1)

k1,+
∆
(2)
m1
f1, (S(1)k1

S
(2)
m1
fl)l∈L(v1)

l≠1

)).
Recall that l̃ ∈M1(R(v2)) and further assume that l̃′ ∈M2(R′(v2)) with l̃ ≠ l̃′.42 Then (5.44) is applicable

to

TGv2 ((P (1)kmax(v2)
P
(2)

mmax(v2)
fl)l∈L(v2)).

As a consequence,

∥II∥r⃗ ≲ ∑
δ1∣V∖{rG}∖V

v1
1
∖V

v2

l̃

δ2 ∣V∖{rG}∖V
v2

l̃′

∏
l≠1,l̃,l̃′

∥Dδ
−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ
−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l ∑

kmax(v2)≪k1

mmax(v2)>m1

2kmax(v2)2k1(β
rG
1
−1)2m1β

rG
2

∥∆(1)
k1

∆(2)m1
D

β1(v1,1)

(1)
D

β2(v1,1)

(2)
f1∥p⃗1

∥∆(1)
kmax(v2)

D
β1(v2,l̃)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l̃)

(2)
fl̃∥p⃗l̃
∥∆(2)

mmax(v2)
D

δ−1
1
(l̃′)

(2)
D

β2(v2,l̃
′)

(2)
fl̃′∥p⃗l̃′

.

In the inner sum the partial derivatives can be appropriately distributed as before:

∑
kmax(v2)≪k1
mmax(v2)

>m1

2kmax(v2)2k1(β
rG
1
−1)2m1β

rG
2 ∥∆(1)

k1
∆
(2)
m1
D

β1(v1,1)

(1)
D

β2(v1,1)

(2)
f1∥p⃗1

∥∆(1)
kmax(v2)

D
β1(v2,l̃)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l̃)

(2)
f
l̃
∥p⃗

l̃
∥∆(2)

mmax(v2)
D

δ−1
1
(l̃′)

(2)
D

β2(v2,l̃
′)

(2)
f
l̃′∥p⃗l̃′

≲ ∑
k1

mmax(v2)

min(2k1β
rG
1 2mmax(v2)β

rG
2 ∥Dβ1(v1,1)

(1)
D

β2(v1,1)

(2)
f1∥Ḃ0

p1
1
,∞

Ḃ0

p2
1
,∞
∥Dβ1(v2,l̃)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l̃)

(2)
f
l̃
∥
Ḃ0

p1

l̃
,∞

L
p2
1

∥Dδ−1
1
(l̃′)

(2)
D

β2(v2,l̃
′)

(2)
f
l̃′∥

L
p1

l̃′ Ḃ0

p2

l̃′
,∞

,

2k1β
rG
1 2−mmax(v2)ǫ2∥Dβ1(v1,1)

(1)
D

β2(v1,1)

(2)
f1∥Ḃ0

p1
1
,∞

Ḃ
ǫ2

p2
1
,∞
∥Dβ1(v2,l̃)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l̃)

(2)
f
l̃
∥
Ḃ0

p1

l̃
,∞

L
p2
1

∥Dδ−1
1
(l̃′)

(2)
D

β2(v2,l̃
′)

(2)
f
l̃′∥

L
p1

l̃′ Ḃ
β
rG
2

p2

l̃′
,∞

,

2−k1ǫ12mmax(v2)β
rG
2 ∥Dβ1(v1,1)

(1)
D

β2(v1,1)

(2)
f1∥

Ḃ
β
rG
1

p1
1
,∞

Ḃ0

p2
1
,∞

∥Dβ1(v2,l̃)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l̃)

(2)
f
l̃
∥
Ḃ

ǫ1

p1

l̃
,∞

L
p2
1

∥Dδ−1
1
(l̃′)

(2)
D

β2(v2,l̃
′)

(2)
f
l̃′∥

L
p1

l̃′ Ḃ0

p2

l̃′
,∞

,

2−k1ǫ12−mmax(v2)ǫ2∥Dβ1(v1,1)

(1)
D

β2(v1,1)

(2)
f1∥

Ḃ
β
rG
1

p1
1
,∞

Ḃ
ǫ2

p2
1
,∞

∥Dβ1(v2,l̃)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l̃)

(2)
f
l̃
∥
Ḃ

ǫ1

p1

l̃
,∞

L
p2
1

∥Dδ−1
1
(l̃′)

(2)
D

β2(v2,l̃
′)

(2)
f
l̃′∥

L
p1

l̃′ Ḃ
β
rG
2

p2

l̃′
,∞

),

to which we can apply optimization and interpolation to obtain the desired estimates described in the right
hand side of (5.47).

● estimating A2 ⋅ B2 (5.71):

The terms generated by A2 ⋅ B2 take the form

∑
k1,m1

D
β
rG
1

(1)
D

β
rG
2

(2)
TGv1 (∆(1)k1

∆(2)m1
f1, (S(1)k1

S(2)m1
fl)l∈L(v1)

l≠1

))
n1

∏
i=2

TGvi ((S(1)k1
S(2)m1

fl)l∈L(vi)).

Let G̃v1 be the tree having the same configuration as Gv1 , with the original differential operator associated to
the vertex v1

D
β
v1
1

(1)
D

β
v1
2

(2)

replaced by

D
β
v1
1
+β

rG
1

(1)
D

β
v1
2
+β

rG
2

(2)
.

42If l = l̃′, then the inductive hypothesis (5.43) will be used instead.
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The treatment of the second parameter in last section (estimating A1 ⋅ B2) can be used in both parameters
here. In particular, the finer paraproduct decompositions on both parameters yield

∑
k1

m1

T
G̃v1
(∆(1)

k1
∆(2)m1

f1, (S(1)k1
S(2)m1

fl)l∈L(v1)
l≠1

))
n1

∏
i=2

∑
kmax(vi)
mmax(vi)

TGvi ((P (1)kmax(vi)
P
(2)

mmax(vi)
S
(1)
k1
S(2)m1

fl)l∈L(vi))

=∑
k1

m1

T
G̃v1
(∆(1)

k1
∆(2)m1

f1, (S(1)k1
S(2)m1

fl)l∈L(v1)
l≠1

)) n1

∏
i=2

∑
kmax(vi)∶kmax(vi)≪k1

mmax(vi)∶mmax(vi)≪m1

TGvi ((P (1)kmax(vi)
P
(2)

mmax(vi)
fl)l∈L(vi)),(5.81)

where the equality follows from the fact that ∆
(j)

k̃
S
(j)
k
≢ 0 for j = 1,2 if and only if k̃ ≪ k. We then apply the

high-low switch technique to rewrite (5.81) as

∑
k1
m1

TG̃v1
(∆(1)

k1
∆
(2)
m1
f1, (S(1)k1

S
(2)
m1
fl)l∈L(v1)

l≠1

))
n1

∏
i=2

∑
kmax(vi)
mmax(vi)

TGvi ((P (1)kmax(vi)
P
(2)

mmax(vi)
fl)l∈L(vi))+

∑
kmax(v2)>k1

mmax(v2)>m1

TG̃v1
(∆(1)

k1
∆
(2)
m1
f1, (S(1)k1

S
(2)
m1
fl)l∈L(v1)

l≠1

))TGv2 ((P (1)kmax(v2)
P
(2)

mmax(v2)
fl)l∈L(vi))

⋅
n1

∏
i=3

∑
kmax(vi)
mmax(vi)

TGvi ((P (1)kmax(vi)
P
(2)

mmax(vi)
fl)l∈L(vi)) ± similar terms ∶= I + II ± similar terms.

By applying the inductive hypothesis (5.47) to both

∑
k1,m1

T
G̃v1
(∆(1)

k1
∆(2)m1

f1, (S(1)k1
S(2)m1

fl)l∈L(v1)
l≠1

)) and ∑
kmax(vi)
mmax(vi)

TGvi ((P (1)kmax(vi)
P
(2)

mmax(vi)
fl)l∈L(vi))

for i ≥ 2, we derive the estimate on the right hand side of (5.47) for I.
On the other hand, different inductive hypotheses are called for in dealing with different subtrees involved

in II. More precisely, (5.47) is invoked to estimate

∑
kmax(vi)
mmax(vi)

TGvi ((P (1)kmax(vi)
P
(2)

mmax(vi)
fl)l∈L(vi))

for i ≥ 3. Meanwhile, (5.43) is used for

T
G̃v1
(∆(1)

k1
∆(2)m1

f1, (S(1)k1
S(2)m1

fl)l∈L(v1)
l≠1

)).
Also, we denote by R(v2) and R′(v2) the conical regions associated to the subtree Gv2 for the first and second

parameters. Suppose that l̃ ∈M1(R(v2)), l̃′ ∈M2(R′(v2)) with l̃ ≠ l̃′, then (5.44) can be applied. Combining
all the subtree estimates, we conclude that

∥II∥r⃗ ≲ ∑
δ1∣V∖{rG}∖V

v1
1
∖V

v2

l̃

δ2∣V∖{rG}∖V
v1
1
∖V

v2

l̃′

∏
l≠1,l̃,l̃′

∥Dδ−1
1
(l)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l)

(2)
fl∥p⃗l

⋅ ∑
kmax(v2)>k1

mmax(v2)>m1

2k1β
rG
1 2m1β

rG
2

⋅ ∥∆(1)
kmax

∆(2)mmax
D

β1(v1,1)

(1)
D

β2(v1,1)

(2)
f1∥p⃗1

⋅ ∥∆(1)
kmax(v2)

D
β1(v2,l̃)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l̃)

(2)
fl̃∥p⃗l̃
∥∆(2)

mmax(v2)
D

δ−1
1
(l̃′)

(1)
D

β2(v2,l̃
′)

(2)
fl̃′∥p⃗l̃′

.

The distribution of partial derivatives on both parameters gives the following estimate of the inner sum with
δ1∣V∖{rG}∖Vv1

1
∖V

v2

l̃

and δ2∣V∖{rG}∖Vv1
1
∖V

v2

l̃′
fixed:

∑
kmax(v2)
mmax(v2)

min(2kmax(v2)β
rG
1 2mmax(v2)β

rG
2 ∥Dβ1(v1,1)

(1)
D

β2(v1,1)

(2)
f1∥Ḃ0

p1
1
,∞

Ḃ0

p2
1
,∞
∥Dβ1(v2,l̃)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l̃)

(2)
fl̃∥Ḃ0

p1

l̃
,∞

L
p2
1

∥Dδ−1
1
(l̃′)

(2)
D

β2(v2,l̃
′)

(2)
fl̃′∥

L
p1

l̃′ Ḃ0

p2

l̃′
,∞

,

2
kmax(v2)β

rG
1 2

−mmax(v2)ǫ2∥Dβ1(v1,1)

(1)
D

β2(v1,1)

(2)
f1∥Ḃ0

p1
1
,∞

Ḃ
ǫ2

p2
1
,∞
∥Dβ1(v2,l̃)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l̃)

(2)
fl̃∥Ḃ0

p1

l̃
,∞

L
p2
1

∥Dδ−1
1
(l̃′)

(2)
D

β2(v2,l̃
′)

(2)
fl̃′∥

L
p1

l̃′ Ḃ
β
rG
2

p2

l̃′
,∞

,

2−kmax(v2)ǫ12mmax(v2)β
rG
2 ∥Dβ1(v1,1)

(1)
D

β2(v1,1)

(2)
f1∥Ḃǫ1

p1
1
,∞

Ḃ0

p2
1
,∞
∥Dβ1(v2,l̃)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l̃)

(2)
fl̃∥

Ḃ
β
rG
1

p1

l̃
,∞

L
p2
1

∥Dδ−1
1
(l̃′)

(2)
D

β2(v2,l̃
′)

(2)
fl̃′∥

L
p1

l̃′ Ḃ0

p2

l̃′
,∞

,

2−kmax(v2)ǫ12−mmax(v2)ǫ2∥Dβ1(v1,1)

(1)
D

β2(v1,1)

(2)
f1∥Ḃǫ1

p1
1
,∞

Ḃ
ǫ2

p2
1
,∞
∥Dβ1(v2,l̃)

(1)
D

δ−1
2
(l̃)

(2)
fl̃∥

Ḃ
β
rG
1

p1

l̃
,∞

L
p2
1

∥Dδ−1
1
(l̃′)

(2)
D

β2(v2,l̃
′)

(2)
fl̃′∥

L
p1

l̃′ Ḃ
β
rG
2

p2

l̃′
,∞

),
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so that the optimization and interpolation can be carried out to derive the estimate on the right hand side of
(5.47). This completes proof of Case (i) and provides a generic recipe for treating the remaining cases.

�

We make a final remark on the biparameter flag Leibniz-type estimates associated to asymmetric symbols
stated in Theorem 1.2. The inductive procedure described in the previous section, while still applicable, requires a
certain modification; we only elaborate on this: the main difference arises in the reduction of the frequency trees.
We focus on the example (1.31) with the frequency trees specified below:

∣ξ1 + ξ2 + ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5∣β1

∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α1

f̂1(ξ1, ⋅) f̂2(ξ2, ⋅)

∣ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5∣γ1

∣ξ3 + ξ4∣ζ1

f̂3(ξ3, ⋅) f̂4(ξ4, ⋅)

f̂5(ξ5, ⋅)

i Frequency tree G1 for the first parameter.

∣η1 + η2 + η3 + η4 + η5∣β2

∣η1 + η3∣α2

f̂1(⋅, η1) f̂3(⋅, η3)

∣η2 + η4∣γ2

f̂2(⋅, η2) f̂4(⋅, η4)

f̂5(⋅, η5)

ii Frequency tree G2 for the second parameter.

Figure 6. An asymmetric bi-parameter symbol

We further assume that the multilinear expression (1.31) is localized on the conical region

{(ξ1, . . . , ξ5) ∶ ∣ξ1∣≫ ∣ξl∣ for l ≠ 1} × {(η1, . . . , η5) ∶ ∣η4∣≫ ∣ηl∣ for l ≠ 4}.
Then we can split the root symbol into a commutator and a symbol associated to subtrees of lower complexity

for both parameters. However, due to the asymmetricity, all the leaves f1, . . . , f5 are intertwined and we cannot
decouple any subsets of the leaves (previously associated to subtrees) as we did in the symmetric setting. Instead,
we obtain a product of subtrees of lower complexity for both parameters as a reduction.

In the conical region above, one term (modulo modulation and after simplifications) that appears in our esti-
mation is the commutator tensorized with a symbol associated to a subtree:

∑
k1≫k3

m3≻m4

2k1(β1−1)2k3 ∫ ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α1 ∣ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5∣γ1 ∣ξ3 + ξ4∣ζ1 ∣η1 + η3∣α2 ∣η2 + η4∣γ2+β2

F(∆(1)
k1,+

S(2)m3
f1)(ξ1, η1)F(S(1)k1

S(2)m4
f2)(ξ2, η2)F(∆(1)k3

∆(2)m3
f3)(ξ3, η3)F(S(1)k3

∆(2)m4
f4)(ξ4, η4)F(S(1)k3

f5)(ξ5, η5)
e2πi(x,y)⋅(ξ1+ξ2+ξ3+ξ4+ξ5,η1+η2+η3+η4+η5)dξdη.(5.82)

This hints to the necessity of establishing inductive statements associated to disjoint unions of rooted (sub)trees
in both parameters, as opposed to inductive statements just for rooted subtrees. Thus the induction is performed
based on the maximal complexity of the rooted trees involved.

In our example, we started with a frequency tree G1 of complexity 3 in the first parameter (see Figure 6(i)),
and a frequency tree G2 of complexity 2 in the second parameter (see Figure 6(ii)); so the maximal complexity of
G1 ×G2 is 3. By breaking down the root symbols mrG1

and mrG2
, we are led, as suggested by (5.82), to considering

the frequency forest G̃1 of maximal complexity 2 in the first parameter (see Figure 7), and the frequency forest

G̃2 of maximal complexity 1 in the second parameter (see Figure 8). Overall, the splitting of the roots’ symbols
reduces the maximal complexity. More concretely, the inductive hypothesis will be applied to the expression

∫ ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α1 ∣ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5∣γ1 ∣ξ3 + ξ4∣ζ1 ∣η1 + η3∣α2 ∣η2 + η4∣γ2+β2F(∆(1)
k1
S(2)m3

f1)(ξ1, η1)F(S(1)k1
S(2)m4

f2)(ξ2, η2)
F(∆(1)

k3
∆(2)m3

f3)(ξ3, η3)F(S(1)k3
∆(2)m4

f4)(ξ4, η4)F(S(1)k3
f5)(ξ5, η5)e2πi(x,y)⋅(ξ1+ξ2+ξ3+ξ4+ξ5,η1+η2+η3+η4+η5)dξdη,(5.83)

which is a multiplier appearing in (5.82) with maximal complexity 2 (attained by the subtree with root symbol
∣ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5∣γ1).

The base case of such an inductive procedure involves an analysis of symbols associated to frequency forests
of complexity less than or equal to 1 in each parameter. This can be verified directly by implementing the usual
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∣ξ1 + ξ2∣α1

f̂1(ξ1, ⋅) f̂2(ξ2, ⋅)

∣ξ3 + ξ4 + ξ5∣γ1

∣ξ3 + ξ4∣ζ1

f̂3(ξ3, ⋅) f̂4(ξ4, ⋅)

f̂5(ξ5, ⋅)

Figure 7. Frequency forest G̃1 for the first parameter.

∣η1 + η3∣α2

f̂1(⋅, η1) f̂3(⋅, η3)

∣η2 + η4∣γ2+β2

f̂2(⋅, η2) f̂4(⋅, η4)

Figure 8. Frequency forest G̃2 for the second parameter.

procedure: paraproduct decompositions, splitting of root symbols, Fourier series decompositions, optimization
and Besov norm interpolation.

This ends the discussion on the example (1.2), which is generic enough to illustrate the main ingredients in the
proof for multi-parameter flag Leibniz-type estimates associated to asymmetric symbols of arbitrary complexity.

5.3. Optimization and interpolation in the N-parameters setting. This section is devoted to the optimiza-
tion and interpolation procedure which allows to redistribute the derivatives and produce the expected geometric
and arithmetic means in the generic N -parameters setting. As a consequence of this procedure, we derive the
desired estimates in the statements (1)– (6) of Proposition 5.3.

We first introduce some notation. Let H and L denote maps

H ∶ i ∈ {Index set of the parameters}↦ l ∈ {Index set for the functions}
L ∶ i ∈ {Index set of the parameters}↦ l ∈ {Index set for the functions},

where the map H indicates which functions would be hit by the full order of derivatives and the map L illustrates
the functions hit by the lower order of derivatives. Equations (5.34)-(5.36) are representative of this action, and

in (5.35) in particular we can see that in the region {∣ξ1∣≫ ∣ξ2∣, . . . , ∣ξn∣} the function f1 receives DβrG
derivatives

and fl0 receives Dǫ derivatives.
We denote by ΣN the set of length-N signatures:

(5.84) ΣN ∶= {σ = (ς1, . . . , ςN ) ∶ ς1, . . . , ςN ∈ {+,−}}
Our index set of parameters is {1, . . . ,N}, and the index set of functions {1, . . . , n}. The above convention

implies that, on the specific frequency conical region to which we restrict our operator, in the first parameter the
scales kH (1) ≥ kL (1) (and thus the functions fH (1) and fL (1)) are involved in the estimation of the flag, in the
second parameter the scales kH (2) ≥ kL (2) (and the functions fH (2) and fL (2)), and so on.

In order to simplify the notation, let us assume that in estimating an n-linear, N -parameter flag operator TG
associated to a rooted tree with root information (β1, . . . , βN) and restricted43 to frequency conical regions on each
subtree, the functions f1, f2, . . . , fm are involved. Given the discussion in the previous section, we are reduced to44

∥TG(f1, . . . , fn)∥Lp⃗ ≲
n

∏
l=m+1

∥Fl∥Lp⃗l

∑
ℓ1,...,ℓN

min(2β1ℓ1 ⋅ . . . ⋅ 2βN−1ℓN−1 ⋅ 2βNℓN ⋅
m

∏
l=1

∥Fl∥W⃗l;(+,...,+,+)
,2β1ℓ1 ⋅ . . . ⋅ 2βN−1ℓN−1 ⋅ 2−ǫℓN ⋅

m

∏
l=1

∥Fl∥W⃗l;(+,...,+,−)

⋮

43Otherwise TG will be bounded above by a some of similar terms, each to be estimated through the present analysis.
44Again, for simplicity, we omit the exponent τ ≤ min

1≤l≤N
pl; at this stage of the proof it plays no role.
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2−ǫ1ℓ1 ⋅ . . . ⋅ 2−ǫN−1ℓN−1 ⋅ 2βNℓN ⋅
m

∏
l=1

∥Fl∥W⃗l;(−,...,−,+)
,2−ǫ1ℓ1 ⋅ . . . ⋅ 2−ǫN−1ℓN−1 ⋅ 2−ǫℓN ⋅

m

∏
l=1

∥Fl∥W⃗l;(−,...,−,−)
),

where ∥Fl∥W⃗l;σ
– for σ ∈ ΣN – is the mixed norm

(5.85) ∥Fl∥W⃗l;σ
∶= ∥Fl∥W 1,ς1

l
W

2,ς2
l

...W
N−1,ςN−1
l

W
N,ςN
l

,

and for any 1 ≤ l ≤ n
(5.86) Fl ∶=Dα1

l

(1)
. . .D

αN
l

(N)
fl

records the derivatives picked up by the function fl on the subtrees of G (which are of lower complexity).
Above, we define for any 1 ≤ l ≤ n and any 1 ≤ i ≤N ,

(5.87) W
i,ςi
l
∶=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

Ḃ0
pi
l
,∞
, if l =H (i) or l =L (i) and ςi = +

Ḃ
βi

pi
l
,∞
, if l =H (i) and ςi = −

Ḃǫi
pi
l
,∞
, if l =L (i) and ςi = −

Lp
i
l if l ∉ {H (i),L (i)}.

Then it is not difficult to see45 that

∑
ℓ1,...,ℓN

min (2β1ℓ1 ⋅ . . . ⋅ 2βN−1ℓN−1 ⋅ 2βN ℓN ⋅
m

∏
l=1

∥Fl∥W⃗l;(+,...,+,+)
,2β1ℓ1 ⋅ . . . ⋅ 2βN−1ℓN−1 ⋅ 2−ǫℓN ⋅

m

∏
l=1

∥Fl∥W⃗l;(+,...,+,−)

⋮

2−ǫ1ℓ1 ⋅ . . . ⋅ 2−ǫN−1ℓN−1 ⋅ 2βN ℓN ⋅
m

∏
l=1

∥Fl∥W⃗l;(−,...,−,+)
,2−ǫ1ℓ1 ⋅ . . . ⋅ 2−ǫN−1ℓN−1 ⋅ 2−ǫℓN ⋅

m

∏
l=1

∥Fl∥W⃗l;(−,...,−,−)
)

≲ ∏
σ=(ς1,...,ςN)∈ΣN

( m

∏
l=1

∥Fl∥W⃗l;σ
)νς1 ⋅...⋅νςN ,

where for any 1 ≤ i ≤ N , νςi is defined by

(5.88) νςi ∶=
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

ǫi
βi+ǫ1

, if ςi = +
βi

βi+ǫ1
, if ςi = −.

If we denote νσ ∶= νς1 ⋅ . . . ⋅ νςN , we have

∑
σ∈ΣN

νσ =
N

∏
i=1

( ǫi

βi + ǫ1
+

βi

βi + ǫ1
) = 1.

This observation and the previous notation allows us to deduce

∥TG(f1, . . . , fn)∥Lp⃗ ≲ ∏
σ=(ς1,...,ςN)∈ΣN

( n

∏
l=1

∥Fl∥W⃗l;σ
)νς1 ⋅...⋅νςN .(5.89)

Now our task is to replace
n

∏
l=1

∥Fl∥W⃗l;σ
by more suitable expressions that allow to keep track of the distribution

of derivatives. This will be done in N steps, which corresponds to the number of parameters.
Before proceeding, we recall the interpolation result

(5.90) ∥Fl∥Ḃǫ1

p1
l
,∞
(W̃l;σ̃)

≤ ∥Fl∥
β1−ǫ1

β1

Ḃ0

p1
l
,∞
(W̃l;σ̃)

⋅ ∥Fl∥
ǫ1
β1

Ḃ
β1

p1
l
,∞
(W̃l;σ̃)

,

where σ̃ ∈ ΣN−1 is a length-(N − 1) signature vector and W̃l is the iteration of N − 1 vector spaces.

We want to replace Ḃǫ1
p1

l
,∞

appearing in (5.89) either by Ḃ0
p1

l
,∞

or by Ḃβ1

p1

l
,∞

. We notice that Ḃǫ1
p1

l
,∞

appears in

the norm

∥Fl∥W⃗l;σ

of precisely those l satisfying l =L (1), and ς1 = −.
45Indeed, such a result can very easily be proved via an induction argument on N , the number of parameters.
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This observation, together with the fact that the right-hand side of (5.89) equals46

∑
σ̃∈ΣN−1

(∥FH (1)∥W 1,+
H (1)(W̃l;σ̃)

⋅ ∥FL (1)∥W 1,+
L (1)(W̃l;σ̃)

n

∏
l=1

l≠H (1),L (1)

∥Fl∥
L

p1
l (W̃l;σ̃)

)ν+⋅νσ̃

⋅ (∥FH (1)∥W 1,−
H (1)(W̃l;σ̃)

⋅ ∥FL (1)∥W 1,−
L (1)(W̃l;σ̃)

n

∏
l=1

l≠H (1),L (1)

∥Fl∥
L

p1
l (W̃l;σ̃)

)ν−⋅νσ̃

= ∑
σ̃∈ΣN−1

(∥FH (1)∥Ḃ0

p1
H (1)

,∞
(W̃l;σ̃)

⋅ ∥FL (1)∥Ḃ0

p1
L (1)

,∞
(W̃l;σ̃)

n

∏
l=1

l≠H (1),L (1)

∥Fl∥
L

p1
l (W̃l;σ̃)

)ν+⋅νσ̃

⋅ (∥FH (1)∥Ḃβ1

p1
H (1)

,∞
(W̃l;σ̃)

⋅ ∥FL (1)∥Ḃǫ1

p1
H (1)

,∞
(W̃l;σ̃)

n

∏
l=1

l≠H (1),L (1)

∥Fl∥
L

p1
l (W̃l;σ̃)

)ν−⋅νσ̃ ,

naturally suggests the use of interpolation. If σ̃ ∈ ΣN−1 is fixed, then the expression appearing in the last display
equals

( n

∏
l=1

l≠H (1),L (1)

∥Fl∥
L

p1
l (W̃l;σ̃)

)νσ̃

⋅ ((∥FH (1)∥Ḃ0

p1
H (1)

,∞
(W̃l;σ̃)

⋅ ∥FL (1)∥Ḃ0

p1
L (1)

,∞
(W̃l;σ̃)

) ǫ1
β1+ǫ1 ⋅ (∥FH (1)∥Ḃβ1

p1
H (1)

,∞
(W̃l;σ̃)

⋅ ∥FL (1)∥Ḃǫ1

p1
H (1)

,∞
(W̃l;σ̃)

) β1

β1+ǫ1 )νσ̃ .

The interpolation in (2.11) and direct computations similar to (2.34) allow to bound this expression by

( n

∏
l=1

l≠H (1),L (1)

∥Fl∥
L

p1
l (W̃l;σ̃)

)νσ̃

⋅ ((∥FH (1)∥Ḃ0

p1
H (1)

,∞
(W̃l;σ̃)

⋅ ∥FL (1)∥Ḃβ1

p1
L(1)

,∞
(W̃l;σ̃)

) ǫ1
β1+ǫ1 ⋅ (∥FH (1)∥Ḃβ1

p1
H (1)

,∞
(W̃l;σ̃)

⋅ ∥FL (1)∥Ḃ0

p1
H (1)

,∞
(W̃l;σ̃)

) β1

β1+ǫ1 )νσ̃

= (∥FH (1)∥Ḃ0

p1
H (1)

,∞
(W̃l;σ̃)

⋅ ∥FL (1)∥Ḃβ1

p1
L (1)

,∞
(W̃l;σ̃)

n

∏
l=1

l≠H (1),L (1)

∥Fl∥
L

p1
l (W̃l;σ̃)

)ν(+,σ̃)

⋅ (∥FH (1)∥Ḃβ1

p1
H (1)

,∞
(W̃l;σ̃)

⋅ ∥FL (1)∥Ḃ0

p1
H (1)

,∞
(W̃l;σ̃)

) β1

β1+ǫ1

n

∏
l=1

l≠H (1),L (1)

∥Fl∥
L

p1
l (W̃l;σ̃)

)ν(−,σ̃) .

In conclusion, (5.89) is replaced by

∥TG(f1, . . . , fn)∥Lp⃗ ≲ ∏
σ=(ς1,...,ςN)∈ΣN

( n

∏
l=1

∥Fl∥W⃗ 1

l
;σ)νς1 ⋅...⋅νςN ,(5.91)

where W⃗ 1
l ;σ ∶=X1,ς1

l
W

2,ς2
l

. . .W
N−1,ςN−1
l

W
N,ςN
l

and

(5.92) X
1,ς1
l
∶=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

Ḃ0
p1

l
,∞
, if l =H (1) and ς1 = +

Ḃ
β1

p1

l
,∞
, if l =L (1) and ς1 = +

Ḃ
β1

p1

l
,∞
, if l =H (1) and ς1 = −

Ḃ0
p1

l
,∞
, if l =L (1) and ς1 = −

Lp1

l if l ∉ {H (1),L (1)}.
We iterate the procedure to obtain

∥TG(f1, . . . , fn)∥Lp⃗ ≲ ∏
σ=(ς1,...,ςN)∈ΣN

( n

∏
l=1

∥Fl∥W⃗ 2

l
;σ)νς1 ⋅...⋅νςN ,(5.93)

where W⃗ 2
l ;σ ∶=X1,ς1

l
X

2,ς2
l

W
3,ς3
l

. . .W
N−1,ςN−1
l

W
N,ςN
l

and X2,ς2
l

is defined in a similar way to (5.93).

46We also use the fact that for l ≠H (1),L (1), W 1
l = Lp1l .
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After N steps we conclude that

∥TG(f1, . . . , fn)∥Lp⃗ ≲ ∏
σ=(ς1,...,ςN)∈ΣN

( n

∏
l=1

∥Fl∥W⃗N
l

;σ)νσ ,(5.94)

where W⃗N
l ;σ ∶=X1,ς1

l
. . .X

N,ςN
l

and

(5.95) X
i,ςi
l
∶=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

Ḃ0
pi
l
,∞
, if l =H (i) and ςi = +

Ḃ
βi

pi
l
,∞
, if l =L (i) and ςi = +

Ḃ
βi

pi
l
,∞
, if l =H (i) and ςi = −

Ḃ0
pi
l
,∞
, if l =L (i) and ςi = −

Lp
i
l if l ∉ {H (i),L (i)}.

If we carefully read inequality (5.94), we have obtained that the N -parameter n-linear flag TG(f1, . . . , fn) is
bounded above in the mixed norm ∥ ⋅ ∥Lr⃗ by the geometric mean of 2N terms (this is because ∑

σ∈ΣN

νσ = 1), and
each term is of the form

n

∏
l=1

∥Fl∥X1,ς1
l

...X
N,ςN
l

.

For every parameter 1 ≤ i ≤ N , there are exactly two indices H (i) and L (i) in the index set {1, . . . , n} for the
functions for which

(5.96) (X i,ςi
H (i)

,X
i,ςi
L (i)
) = (Ḃ0

pi
H (i),∞

, Ḃ
βi

pi
L (i),∞

) or (X i,ςi
H (i)

,X
i,ςi
L (i)
) = (Ḃβ1

pi
H (i),∞

, Ḃ0
pi

L (i),∞
),

while for the other indices l ≠H (i),L (i) we simply have X i,ςi
l
= Lpi

l . The identity (5.96) means precisely that the

derivatives are being distributed accordingly: for every 1 ≤ i ≤ N , each Dβi

(i)
is shared between FH (i) and FL (i).

Finally, if we undo the definition (5.86), we deduce that TG(f1, . . . , fn), restricted to conical regions according to

the subtree structures, is indeed controlled by the geometric mean of terms of the form∏n
l=1 ∥Dδ−1

1
(l)

(1)
. . .D

δ−1N (l)

(N)
fl∥p⃗l

,

where δ1 ⊗ . . .⊗ δN satisfy conditions (i) and (ii) from Section 1.

6. Multilinear operators of positive order

After having worked out the multi-parameter flag Leibniz rules, we discuss in this section Leibniz-type estimates
for flag structures associated to Mikhlin symbols of positive order. Our intention here is to provide more examples
for which the method introduced by Bourgain and Li [4] offers an alternative to well-established techniques.

We start with the observation that on the region47 R1 = {(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∈ Rdn ∶ ∣ξ1∣ ≫ ∣ξ2∣, . . . , ∣ξn∣}, the symbol

∣ξ1 + . . . + ξn∣β – which is naturally associated to Leibniz rules for Dβ(f1 . . . fn) – is a Mikhlin symbol of order β,
satisfying (1.33) for arbitrarily many multi-indices γ1, . . . , γn. Because of this, in what follows we consider Mikhlin
symbols of positive order, arbitrarily smooth away from the origin. Under this assumption, we provide a sketch
of the proofs of Theorems 1.3, 1.4, 1.5. Afterwards we discuss smoothing properties for multilinear operators
associated to symbols of negative order, such as multilinear fractional integral operators.

We would like to remark that Theorem 1.3 follows from the boundedness of one-parameter flag paraproducts [14]
and Theorem 1.5 is implied by the boundedness of multi-parameter paraproducts [15]. Moreover, the smoothing
property described in Theorem 6.3 in the one-parameter mixed-norm setting has been resolved by Hart-Torres-
Wu [10], and its bi-parameter, non-mixed-norm variant was established in Yang-Liu-Wu [19]; both cases focus on
symbols of limited regularity whereas we handle smooth symbols satisfying pointwise decay conditions.

6.1. Leibniz-type estimates for flag operators associated to Mikhlin symbols of positive order. The
natural multi-parameter adaptation of Theorem 1.1 in this context is provided exactly by Theorem 1.4, in which the
Mikhlin symbols associated to each vertex are assumed to be products of Mikhlin symbols in each parameter, i.e.
they satisfy (1.36). Because the symbols tensorize, the multi-parameter extension will follow closely the procedures
described in Section 4, Section 5.2 and Section 5.3. For that reason, we will focus on the one-parameter case –
Theorem 1.3.

47On the other hand, in the region R̃1,2 = {(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∈ Rdn ∶ ∣ξ1∣ ∼ ∣ξ2∣ ≫ ∣ξ3∣, . . . , ∣ξn∣}, ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξn∣β is less regular than a
Mikhlin symbol of order β, unless β ∈ 2N. In general, for a Mikhlin symbol m of order β, m(ξ1 + . . .+ξn) is singular along the subspace

{(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∶ ξ1 + . . . + ξn = 0}, and it can be seen as a natural extension of ∣ξ1 + . . . + ξn∣β . Nonetheless, it is not difficult to verify
that our method developed in this section also applies to such symbols.
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Remark 6.1. Since the multipliers considered are smooth away from the origin (they satisfy (1.33)), they are
smooth on every Whitney rectangle and as a consequence the corresponding Fourier coefficients have arbitrary
decay. This comes in contrast with the Leibniz rules presented in Theorem 1.1, where conditions (1.25) and (1.26)
are necessary. Notice also that in this situation we do not obtain the endpoint estimates corresponding to pl = 1
or pl =∞, although some of the L∞ endpoints can be proved through the Coifman-Meyer approach.

Sketch of Proof of Theorem 1.3. Here again the inductive procedure will follow closely the steps described in
Section 5.1, and it will be enough to discuss steps (1) and (2) of our strategy presented in Section 1.2: the
splitting of the root symbol (and the simultaneous appearance of commutators), and the Fourier series de-
composition for the new symbols. Once these steps performed, the operator associated to the rooted tree
G naturally tensorized into operators associated to rooted subtrees of lower complexity; in many situations,
the Mikhlin symbol mβṽ

(ξi1 , . . . , ξis) – associated to the root of a subtree – will be replaced by the product
mβṽ
(ξi1 , . . . , ξis) ⋅mβrG

(0, . . . , ξi1 ,0, . . . , ξis ,0, . . .), which is again a Mikhlin symbol of order βrG + βṽ > 0 in the

variables ξi1 , . . . , ξis .
For illustrative purposes, we will focus on the one-parameter Leibniz-type estimate of complexity 1 and explain

how to achieve the steps (1) and (2) mentioned above. In particular, we consider

Tmβ
(f1, . . . , fn)(x) ∶= ∫

Rnd
mβ(ξ1, . . . , ξn)f̂1(ξ1) ⋅ . . . ⋅ f̂n(ξn)e2πix⋅(ξ1+...+ξn)dξ1 . . . dξn,

when restricted to two typical regions:

R1 ∶={(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∶ ∣ξ1∣≫ ∣ξ2∣, ∣ξ3 ∣ . . . , ∣ξn∣}
R̃1,2 ∶={(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∶ ∣ξ1∣ ∼ ∣ξ2∣≫ ∣ξ3∣ . . . , ∣ξn∣}.(6.1)

The first region corresponds to the situation when one of ∣ξj0 ∣ is much larger than the remaining variables, and
so ∣(ξ1, . . . , ξn)∣ ∼ ∣ξj0 ∣. For simplicity and without loss of generality, we assume that j0 = 1. The second situation
corresponds to the “diagonal case”, when there exist j1 ≠ j2 with ∣ξj1 ∣ ∼ ∣ξj2 ∣ larger than the norm of the remaining
variables; then ∣(ξ1, . . . , ξn)∣ ∼ ∣ξj1 ∣ ∼ ∣ξj2 ∣ and we assume that j1 = 1, j2 = 2.
(1) The multiplier localized on the off-diagonal conical region {(ξ1, . . . ξn) ∶ ∣ξ1∣ ≫ ∣ξ2∣, . . . , ∣ξn ∣} can be expressed

as

∑
k1≫k2,...,kn

∫
Rnd

mβ(ξ1, . . . , ξn)∆̂k1
f1(ξ1) ⋅ . . . ⋅ ∆̂kn

fn(ξn)e2πix⋅(ξ1+...+ξn)dξ1 . . . dξn.(6.2)

For this, we approximate mβ(ξ1, ξ2, . . . , ξn) by mβ(ξ1,0, . . . ,0) and in consequence we need to study the
“commutator” mβ(ξ1, ξ2, . . . , ξn) −mβ(ξ1,0, . . . ,0). We notice the following48:

mβ(ξ1, ξ2, . . . , ξn) −mβ(ξ1,0, . . . ,0) = ∫
1

0

d

d t
(mβ(ξ1, tξ2, . . . , tξn))dt = ∫

1

0

n

∑
l=2

∇ξlmβ(ξ1, tξ2, . . . , tξn) ⋅ ξldt.
Now we fix 2 ≤ l ≤ n and assume without loss of generality that l = 2. The functions f1 and f2 will play a

prominent role, and for this reason we can sum over k3, . . . , kn ≪ k1 in (6.2). We would like to implement the
Fourier series decomposition of

(6.3) (∫
1

0
∇2mβ(ξ1, tξ2, . . . , tξn) ⋅ ξ2dt) ψ̃k1

(ξ1)ψ̃k2
(ξ2)ϕ̃k1

(ξ3) ⋅ . . . ⋅ ϕ̃k1
(ξn),

which however requires a further restriction of the symbol. For this, we cover the annuli {∣ξ1∣ ∼ 2k1} and
{∣ξ2∣ ∼ 2k2} with Whitney cubes associated to directional cones as described in Remark 2.4:

{∣ξ1∣ ∼ 2k1} ⊆ ⋃
c1∈C

{∣ξ1∣ ∼ 2k1} ∩ c1, {∣ξ2∣ ∼ 2k2} ⊆ ⋃
c2∈C

{∣ξ2∣ ∼ 2k2} ∩ c2.
Hence the symbol (6.3) can be rewritten as

∑
c1,c2∈C

∫
1

0
∇2mβ(ξ1, tξ2, . . . , tξn) ⋅ ξ2 ψ̃k1,c1(ξ1)ψ̃k1

(ξ1)ψ̃k2,c2(ξ2)ψ̃k2
(ξ2) ⋅ ϕ̃k1

(ξ3) . . . ϕ̃k1
(ξn)dt.

48Throughout the section, for a function m ∶ Rdn
→ C and any 1 ≤ j ≤ n, ∂ξjm or ∇jm denotes the vector

∂ξjm(ξ1, . . . , ξn) = (∂ξ1
j
m(ξ1, . . . , ξn), . . . , ∂ξd

j
m(ξ1, . . . , ξn)).
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For each summand with c1, c2 ∈ C fixed, we apply the Fourier series decomposition to obtain

∑
L1,...,Ln∈Zd

C
k1,k2,c1,c2
L1,...,Ln

e
2πiL1⋅

ξ1

2
k1 e

2πiL2 ⋅
ξ2

2
k2 e

2πiL3⋅
ξ3

2
k1 . . . e

2πiLn⋅
ξn

2
k1

on the Whitney rectangle Qk1,c1 ×Qk2,c2 × {∣ξ3∣ ≲ 2k1} × . . . × {∣ξn∣ ≲ 2k1}.
The Fourier coefficients Ck1,k2,c1,c2

L1,...,Ln
can be written as

2−k1d(n−1)2−k2d ∫
1

0
∫
Rnd
∇2mβ(ξ1, tξ2, tξ3, . . . , tξn) ⋅ ξ2 ψ̃k1,c1(ξ1)ψ̃k2,c2(ξ2) ⋅ ψ̃k1

(ξ1) ⋅ ψ̃k2
(ξ2)

⋅ ϕ̃k1
(ξ3) . . . ϕ̃k1

(ξn) ⋅ e2πiL1⋅
ξ1

2
k1 e

2πiL2⋅
ξ2

2
k2 e

2πiL3⋅
ξ3

2
k1 . . . e

2πiLn⋅
ξn

2
k1 dξ1 . . . dξndt.

By change of variables ξ′
l̃
∶= 2−k1ξl̃ for l̃ ≠ 2 and ξ′2 ∶= 2−k2ξ2, it becomes

2k2 ∫
1

0
∫
Rnd
∇2mβ(2k1ξ′1, t2

k2ξ′2, t2
k1ξ′3, . . . , t2

k1ξ′n) ⋅ ξ′2 ψ̃0,c1(ξ′1)ψ̃0,c2(ξ′2)ψ̃(ξ′1)ψ̃(ξ′2)
⋅ ϕ̃0(ξ′3) . . . ϕ̃0(ξ′n)e2πiL1⋅ξ

′
1e2πiL2⋅ξ

′
2e2πiL3⋅ξ

′
3 . . . e2πiLn⋅ξ

′
ndξ′1 . . . dξ

′
ndt.(6.4)

Using integration by parts, we can bound (6.4) by

2k2(1 + ∣L1∣ + . . . ∣Ln∣)−∣M̃ ∣ ∫
1

0
∫
Rnd
∣∂M̃ξ′ (∇2mβ(2k1ξ′1, t2

k2ξ′2, t2
k1ξ′3, . . . , t2

k1ξ′n) ⋅ ξ′2) ∣
∣ψ̃0,c1(ξ′1)ψ̃0,c2(ξ′2)ψ̃(ξ′1)ψ̃(ξ′2) ⋅ ϕ0(ξ′3) . . . ϕ0(ξ′n)∣dξ′1 . . . dξ′ndt,(6.5)

for any multi-indices M̃ , where ξ′ ∶= (ξ′1, . . . , ξ′n).
Since mβ is of order β > 0 and its derivatives decay away from 0, we can majorize, for (ξ′1, . . . ξ′n) with∣ξ′1∣ ∼ 1, ∣ξ′2∣ ∼ 1, ∣ξ′3∣ ≲ 1 . . . , ∣ξ′n ∣ ≲ 1,

(6.6) ∣∂M̃ξ′ (∇2mβ(2k1ξ′1, t2
k2ξ′2, t2

k1ξ′3, . . . , t2
k1ξ′n) ⋅ ξ′2) ∣ ≲ 2k1(β−1).

By applying (6.6) to (6.5), we conclude that for any M > 0,

(6.7) ∣Ck1,k2,c1,c2
L1,...,Ln

∣ ≲M 2k1(β−1)2k2

(1 + ∣L1∣ + . . . + ∣Ln∣)M .

The initial estimate (6.2) becomes the sum of terms of the form:

IA ∶= ∑
c1,c2∈C

∑
k1≫k2

C
k1,k2,c1,c2
L1,...,Ln

∆
k1,c1,

L1

2
k1

f1(x)∆k2,c2,
L2

2
k1

f2(x) ⋅ Sk1,
L3

2
k1

f3(x) ⋅ . . . ⋅ Sk1,
Ln

2
k1

fn(x)
and

IB ∶= ∑
k1≫k2,...,kn

(Tmβ(⋅,0,...,0)∆k1
f1)(x) ⋅ (∆k2

f2)(x) ⋅ . . . ⋅ (∆kn
fn)(x).(6.8)

Above, the operator ∆k1,c1 is defined in frequency by

(6.9) ∆̂k1,c1f1(ξ1) ∶= ψ̃k1,c1(ξ1)ψ̃k1
(ξ1)∆̂k1

f1(ξ1),
so that for any 1 ≤ p1 ≤∞, we still49 have

(6.10) ∥∆k1,c1,af1∥p1
= ∥∆k1,c1f1∥p1

≲ ∥∆k1
f1∥p1

.

For IA, we get the usual estimates analogous to the ones in Section 5.1:

∥IA∥τr ≲ ∑
k1≫k2

2k1(β−1)τ2k2τ∥∆k1
f1∥τp1

∥∆k2
f2∥τp2

⋅ ∥f3∥τp3
⋅ . . . ∥fn∥τpn

.

For IB , we switch the order of summation to rewrite it as

(Tmβ(⋅,0,...,0)f1)(x) ⋅f2(x) ⋅. . . ⋅fn(x)− ∑
k1≺k2

(Tmβ(⋅,0,...,0)∆k1
f1)(x)(∆k2

f2)(x)f3(x) ⋅. . . ⋅fn(x)+many similar terms.

The first term is the reason why we cannot obtain endpoint estimates p1 = 1 or p1 =∞,50 but its boundedness
reduces to Hölder’s inequality and to the fact that

mβ(ξ1,0, . . . ,0) ⋅ ∣ξ1∣−β
49∆k1,c1,a represents the a-modulation of ∆k1,c1 .
50In other regions where for example ∣ξj0 ∣≫ ∣ξ1∣, . . . , ∣ξn∣, we will miss the endpoints pj0 = 1 or pj0 =∞; so overall we simply have

the conditions 1 < p1, . . . , pn <∞.
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is a Mikhlin symbol of order 0; hence

∥Tmβ(⋅,0,...,0)f1∥p1
≲ ∥Dβf1∥p1

for any 1 < p1 <∞. The remaining terms reduce to familiar estimates of the form

∑
k1<kj+n+10

2k1βτ∥∆k1
f1∥τp1

∥∆kj
fj∥τpj

,

which can easily be bounded – see the treatment of IA in Section 2.2.

(2) In the diagonal cone {(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∶ ∣ξ1∣ ∼ ∣ξl∣ ≥ ∣ξl̃∣ for l̃ ≠ 1, l}, we assume without loss of generality that l = 2
and we would like to estimate

∑
k1∼k2

∫
Rnd

mβ(ξ1, . . . , ξn)∆̂k1
f1(ξ1)∆̂k2

f2(ξ2)∆̂≤k1
f3(ξ3) ⋅ . . . ⋅ ∆̂≤k1

fn(ξn)e2πix⋅(ξ1+...+ξn)dξ1 . . . dξn.(6.11)

We apply the Whitney decomposition

⋃
k1∈Z

⋃
c1,c2∈C

({∣ξ1∣ ∼ 2k1} ∩ c1) × ({∣ξ2∣ ∼ 2k1} ∩ c2) × {∣ξ3∣ ≤ 2k1} × . . . × {∣ξn∣ ≤ 2k1}(6.12)

and then perform a Fourier series decomposition of mβ(ξ1, . . . , ξn) restricted to each Whitney cube with fixed
k1 ∈ Z and c1, c2 ∈ C. We thus obtain

mβ(ξ1, . . . , ξn)ψ̃k1,c1(ξ1)ψ̃k1,c2(ξ2)ϕ̃k1
(ξ3) ⋅ . . . ⋅ ϕ̃k1

(ξn) = ∑
L1,...,Ln∈Zd

C
k1,c1,c2
L1,...,Ln

e
2πiL1⋅

ξ1

2
k1 e

2πiL2 ⋅
ξ2

2
k1 e

2πiL3⋅
ξ3

2
k1 . . . e

2πiLn⋅
ξn

2
k1 .

Since this Whitney cube is away from the origin, we have again for any M > 0,
∣Ck1

L1,...,Ln
∣ ≲M 2k1β

(1 + ∣L1∣ + . . . + ∣Ln∣)M .

Hence estimating (6.11) in ∥ ⋅ ∥τr reduces to summing

∑
k1

2k1βτ∥∆k1
f1∥τp1

∥∆k1
f2∥τp2

∥f3∥τp3
⋅ . . . ⋅ ∥fn∥τpn

,

which is a routine computation by now.

�

Remark 6.2. For depth-1 trees, we obtain “Kato-Ponce”-type estimates:

(6.13) ∥Tmβ
(f, g) − (Tmβ(⋅,0)f) ⋅ g − f ⋅ (Tmβ(0,⋅)g)∥r ≲ ∥Dβf∥p1

∥g∥p2
+ ∥f∥p1

∥Dβg∥p2

for any 1 ≤ p1, p2 ≤∞, 1/r = 1/p1 + 1/p2. In this case we can allow for L1 and L∞ endpoints. Of course, the right
hand side of (6.13) can be replaced by a geometric mean of appropriate Besov norms.

The next interesting situation corresponds to mutilinear multi-parameter operators associated to generic Marcinkiewicz
symbols of positive orders; that is, we consider trees of complexity 1 for multi-parameter non-tensorized symbols
satisfying (1.35). In order to avoid over-burdening the notation, we simply assume that only two parameters and
two functions are involved: N = 2, n = 2.
Sketch of Proof of Theorem 1.5. We start with mβ1,β2

(ξ, η) a symbol in R
2d1 ×R2d2 that is smooth away from the

planes {(ξ1, ξ2) = 0} and {(η1, η2) = 0}, and satisfies the Marcinkiewicz condition

∣∂ζ1
ξ
∂ζ2η mβ1,β2

(ξ, η)∣ ≲ ∣ξ∣β1−∣ζ1 ∣∣η∣β2−∣ζ2 ∣

for sufficiently many multi-indices ζ1, ζ2, where ξ = (ξ1, ξ2) = ((ξi1)d1

i=1, (ξi2)d1

i=1) and η = (η1, η2) = ((ηi1)d2

i=1, (ηi2)d2

i=1).
The associated bilinear operator is given by

(6.14) Tmβ1,β2
(f1, f2)(x) ∶= ∫

R2d1×R2d2

mβ1,β2
(ξ, η)f̂1(ξ1, η1)f̂2(ξ2, η2)e2πix⋅(ξ1+ξ2)e2πiy⋅(η1+η2)dξdη,

and our aim is to prove that Tmβ1,β2
satisfies the same estimate described in (1.10) for the Lebesgue exponents

1 < pj1, pj2 <∞, 1

p
j
1

+ 1

p
j
2

= 1
rj
,0 < rj <∞, for all 1 ≤ j ≤ 2.

As in the one-parameter setting, we first decompose the frequency spaces for both parameters into cones as in
(6.1). Depending on the type of cones, the arguments will be different and we will develop a case-by-case study
as before.

(1) In the case when the cones for both parameters are of type (1) as in (6.1), the root symbol split will be
two-folded, involving commutators in each parameter.
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Assume without loss of generality that the symbol is smoothly restricted to the region

R ∶= {(ξ1, ξ2, η1, η2) ∶ ∣ξ1∣≫ ∣ξ2∣, ∣η1 ∣≫ ∣η2∣}.
Let χ̃R denote the smooth restriction to the region R. We split the symbol on this region as

mβ1,β2
(ξ1, ξ2, η1, η2)

= (mβ1,β2
(ξ1, ξ2, η1, η2) −mβ1,β2

(ξ1,0, η1, η2)) + (mβ1,β2
(ξ1,0, η1, η2) −mβ1,β2

(ξ1,0, η1,0)) +mβ1,β2
(ξ1,0, η1,0)

=∫
1

0
∂ξ2mβ1,β2

(ξ1, tξ2, η1, η2) ⋅ ξ2dt +∫
1

0
∂η2

mβ1,β2
(ξ1,0, η1, sη2) ⋅ η2ds +mβ1,β2

(ξ1,0, η1,0)
=∫

1

0
(∂ξ2mβ1,β2

(ξ1, tξ2, η1, η2) − ∂ξ2mβ1,β2
(ξ1, tξ2, η1,0)) ⋅ ξ2dt +∫

1

0
∂ξ2mβ1,β2

(ξ1, tξ2, η1,0) ⋅ ξ2dt+

∫
1

0
∂η2

mβ1,β2
(ξ1,0, η1, sη2) ⋅ η2ds +mβ1,β2

(ξ1,0, η1,0)

=∫
1

0
∫

1

0

d1

∑
i=1

d2

∑
i′=1

ξi2η
i
′

2 ∂ξi
2

∂ηi′
2

mβ1,β2
(ξ1, tξ2, η1, sη2)dtds +∫

1

0
∂ξ2mβ1,β2

(ξ1, tξ2, η1,0) ⋅ ξ2dt+

∫
1

0
∂η2

mβ1,β2
(ξ1,0, η1, sη2) ⋅ η2ds +mβ1,β2

(ξ1,0, η1,0)
∶=I + II + III + IV .

In the case when the symbol tensorizes, I corresponds to the tensor product of two commutator symbols, II and
III are generalizations of the mix of a commutator symbol and a symbol of lower complexity whereas IV is a
biparameter variant of IB defined in (6.8).

It suffices to prove the boundedness of the multipliers TIχ̃R
, TIIχ̃R

, TIIIχ̃R
and TIVχ̃R

.

Estimate for TIχ̃R
. We recall the Whitney decomposition used in the one parameter setting and decompose

frequency spaces for both parameters as

{(ξ1, ξ2) ∈ R2d1 ∶ ∣ξ1∣≫ ∣ξ2∣} = ⋃
c1,c2∈C1

⋃
k1≫k2

({∣ξ1∣ ∼ 2k1} ∩ c1) × ({∣ξ2∣ ∼ 2k2} ∩ c2),
{(η1, η2) ∈ R2d2 ∶ ∣η1∣≫ ∣η2∣} = ⋃

c′
1
,c′

2
∈C2

⋃
m1≫m2

({∣η1∣ ∼ 2m1} ∩ c′1) × ({∣η2∣ ∼ 2m2} ∩ c′2),

where C1 and C2 represent the collections of directional cones in the frequency spaces R
d1 and R

d2 respectively.
We then smoothly restrict the symbol

mCβ1
,Cβ2
(ξ1, ξ2, η1, η2) ∶= ∫

1

0
∫

1

0

d1

∑
i=1

d2

∑
i′=1

ξi2η
i′

2 ∂ξi
2

∂ηi′
2

mβ1,β2
(ξ1, tξ2, η1, sη2)dtds

to eachWhitney rectangle with fixed k1 ≫ k2,m1 ≫m2, c1, c2 ∈ C1 and c
′
1, c
′
2 ∈ C2, and denote it bym

k1,k2,m1,m2,c1,c2,c
′
1
,c′

2

Cβ1
,Cβ2

.

We perform the quadruple Fourier series decomposition to obtain

m
k1,k2,m1,m2,c1,c2,c

′
1
,c′

2

Cβ1
,Cβ2

(ξ1, ξ2, η1, η2) = ∑
L1,L2∈Z

d1

L′
1
,L′

2
∈Zd2

C
k1,k2,m1,m2,c1,c2,c

′
1
,c′

2

L1,L2,L
′
1
,L′

2

e
2πiL1⋅

ξ1

2
k1 e

2πiL2⋅
ξ2

2
k2 e2πiL

′
1
⋅

η1
2
m1 e2πiL

′
2
⋅

η2
2
m2 ,

(6.15)

where the Fourier coefficients decay rapidly due to the Marcinkiewicz condition (6.14) on mβ1,β2
:

∣Ck1,k2,m1,m2,c1,c2,c
′
1
,c′

2

L1,L2,L
′
1
,L′

2

∣ ≲ 2k1(β1−1)2k22m1(β2−1)2m2(1 + ∣L1∣ + ∣L2∣)−N(1 + ∣L′1∣ + ∣L′2∣)−N ′

for sufficiently large N and N ′.
By applying the Fourier series representation (6.15), we rewrite the multiplier as

TIχ̃R
(f1, f2)(x, y) = ∑

c1,c2∈C1

c′
1
,c′

2
∈C2

∑
L1,L2∈Z

d1

L′
1
,L′

2
∈Zd2

∑
k1≫k2

m1≫m2

C
k1,k2,m1,m2,c1,c2,c

′
1
,c
′
2

L1,L2,L
′
1
,L′

2

∫
R2d1×R2d2

F(∆(1)
k1,c1

∆
(2)
m1,c

′
1

f1)(ξ1, η1)F(∆(1)k2,c2
∆
(2)
m2,c

′
2

f2)(ξ2, η2)e2πiξ1⋅(x+
L1

2
k1
)
e
2πiξ2 ⋅(x+

L2

2
k2
)
e2πiη1 ⋅(y+

L′
1

2
m1
)e2πiη2 ⋅(y+

L′
2

2
m2
)dξdη.

We can invoke now the analysis developed in Sections 4 and 5 to conclude the discussion.
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Estimate for TIIχ̃R
and TIIIχ̃R

. We shall notice that the treatment of the multipliers corresponding to II and
III are symmetric and for that reason we will focus on TIIχ̃R

. We rewrite the symbol as

II =mCβ1
,H(ξ1, ξ2, η1)∣η1∣β2 ,

where

mCβ1
,H(ξ1, ξ2, η1) ∶= ∫

1

0

∂ξ2m(ξ1, tξ2, η1,0) ⋅ ξ2
∣η1∣β2

dt.

As the notation suggests, mCβ1
,H(ξ1, ξ2, η1) is a symbol generating a commutator in the first parameter and a

Mikhlin symbol of order 0 (the simplest example being the symbol corresponding to the Hilbert transform) in the
second parameter localized on the region {(ξ1, ξ2, η1) ∶ ∣ξ1∣≫ ∣ξ2∣}. In order to use the Fourier series decomposition
on this symbol, we need to decompose

{(ξ1, ξ2, η1) ∶ ∣ξ1∣≫ ∣ξ2∣} = ⋃
c1,c2∈C1

⋃
c′
1
∈C2

⋃
k1≫k2

m1∈Z

∣({∣ξ1∣ ∼ 2k1} ∩ c1) × ({∣ξ2∣ ∼ 2k2} ∩ c2) × ({∣η1∣ ∼ 2m1} ∩ c′1).

We smoothly restrict mCβ1
,H(ξ1, ξ2, η1) to a region with fixed k1 ≫ k2,m1 ∈ Z, c1, c2 ∈ C1 and c′1 ∈ C2, and let

m
k1,k2,m1,c1,c2,c

′
1

Cβ1
,H (ξ1, ξ2, η1) denote the localized symbol. We then perform the triple Fourier series decomposition

for

m
k1,k2,m1,c1,c2,c

′
1

Cβ1
,H (ξ1, ξ2, η1) = ∑

L1,L2∈Z
d1

L′∈Zd2

C
k1,k2,m1,c1,c2,c

′
1

L1,L2,L′
e
2πiL1⋅

ξ1

2
k1 e

2πiL2 ⋅
ξ2

2
k2 e2πiL

′
⋅

η1
2
m1 .(6.16)

Because of the regularity of mCβ1
,H(ξ1, ξ2, η1), the Fourier coefficients satisfy the decay condition

(6.17) ∣Ck1,k2,m1,c1,c2,c
′
1

L1,L2,L′
∣ ≲ 2k1(β1−1)2k2(1 + ∣L1∣ + ∣L2∣)−N(1 + ∣L′∣)−N ′

for sufficiently large N and N ′. Thanks to (6.16), we can rewrite the multiplier as

TIIχ̃R
= ∑

c1,c2∈C1

c′
1
∈C2

∑
L1,L2∈Z

d1

L′∈Zd2

∑
k1≫k2

m1≫m2

C
k1,k2,m1,c1,c2,c

′
1

L1,L2,L′ ∫ ∣η1∣β2F(∆(1)
k1,c1

∆
(2)
m1,c

′
1

f1)(ξ1, η1)F(∆(1)k2,c2
∆(2)m2

f2)(ξ2, η2)e2πiξ1 ⋅(x+
L1

2
k1
)

e
2πiξ2 ⋅(x+

L2

2
k2
)
e2πiη1⋅(y+

L′

2
m1
)e2πiη2 ⋅ydξdη

= ∑
c1,c2∈C1

c′
1
∈C2

∑
L1,L2∈Z

d1

L′∈Zd2

∑
k1≫k2

m1,m2

C
k1,k2,m1,c1,c2,c

′
1

L1,L2,L′ ∫ F(∆(1)
k1,c1

∆
(2)
m1,c

′
1

D
β2

(2)
f1)(ξ1, η1)F(∆(1)k2,c2

∆(2)m2
f2)(ξ2, η2)e2πiξ1 ⋅(x+

L1

2
k1
)

e
2πiξ2 ⋅(x+

L2

2
k2
)
e2πiη1⋅(y+

L′

2
m1
)e2πiη2 ⋅ydξdη

− ∑
c1,c2∈C1

c
′
1
∈C2

∑
L1,L2∈Z

d1

L
′∈Zd2

∑
k1≫k2

m1≺m2

C
k1,k2,m1,c1,c2,c

′
1

L1,L2,L′ ∫ ∣η1∣β2F(∆(1)
k1,c1

∆
(2)
m1,c

′
1

f1)(ξ1, η1)F(∆(1)k2,c2
∆(2)m2

f2)(ξ2, η2)e2πiξ1⋅(x+
L1

2
k1
)

e
2πiξ2 ⋅(x+

L2

2
k2
)
e2πiη1⋅(y+

L′

2
m1
)e2πiη2 ⋅ydξdη ∶= A −B.

It is not difficult to verify that B can be treated using the argument presented in Section 4. In contrast, the term
A is trickier to estimate due to the fact that the non-tensorized symbol mCβ1

,H(ξ1, ξ2, η1) exhibits different types
of behaviours in the (ξ1, ξ2) and η1 variables.

Nonetheless, we can simplify A as follows

∑
c1,c2∈C1

c′
1
∈C2

∑
L1,L2∈Z

d1

L
′∈Zd2

∑
k1≫k2

∑
m1

C
k1,k2,m1,c1,c2,c

′
1

L1,L2,L′
∆
(1)
k1,c1

∆
(2)
m1,c

′
1

D
β2

(2)
f1(x + L1

2k1

, y +
L′

2m1

)∑
m2

∆
(1)
k2,c2

∆(2)m2
f2(x + L2

2k2

, y)

= ∑
c1,c2∈C1

c′
1
∈C2

∑
L1,L2∈Z

d1

L
′∈Zd2

∑
k1≫k2

∑
m1

C
k1,k2,m1,c1,c2,c

′
1

L1,L2,L′
∆
(1)
k1,c1

∆
(2)
m1,c

′
1

D
β2

(2)
f1(x + L1

2k1

, y +
L′

2m1

)∆(1)
k2,c2

f2(x + L2

2k2

, y).

Its ∥ ⋅ ∥τ
Lr1

x (L
r2
y )

norm with τ ≤min(1, r1, r2) can be majorized by

∑
c1,c2∈C1

c′
1
∈C2

∑
L1,L2∈Z

d1

L
′∈Zd2

∑
k1≫k2

∥∑
m1

C
k1,k2,m1,c1,c2,c

′
1

L1,L2,L′
∆
(1)
k1,c1

∆
(2)
m1,c

′
1

D
β2

(2)
f1(⋅, ⋅ + L′

2m1

)∥τ
L

p1
1

x (L
p2
1

y )
∥∆(1)

k2,c2
f2∥τ

L
p1
2

x (L
p2
2

y )
.(6.18)
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Let F ∶=∆(1)
k1,c1

D
β2

(2)
f1. We claim that, for any 1 < p11, p21 <∞,

(6.19) ∥∑
m1

C
k1,k2,m1,c1,c2,c

′
1

L1,L2,L′
∆
(2)
m1,c

′
1

F (⋅, ⋅+ L′

2m1

)∥
L

p1
1

x (L
p2
1

y )
≲ (1+ ∣L1∣+ ∣L2∣)−N(1+ ∣L′∣)−N ′+12k1(β1−1)2k2∥F ∥

L
p1
1

x (L
p2
1

y )
.

Applying (6.19) to (6.18), we are left with a familiar expression that can be easily dealt with.
To prove the claim, we first linearize the left hand side of (6.19) by choosing an appropriate function h ∈

L
p1

1

′

x (Lp2

1

′

y ) with ∥h∥
L

p1
1

′

x (L
p2
1

′

y )
= 1 such that

∥∑
m1

C
k1,k2,m1,c1,c2,c

′
1

L1,L2,L′
∆
(2)
m1,c

′
1

F (⋅, ⋅ + L′

2m1

)∥
L

p1
1

x (L
p2
1

y )
= ∥∑

m1

C
k1,k2,m1,c1,c2,c

′
1

L1,L2,L′
∆
(2)
m1,c

′
1

F ∗2 ψ̃m1
(⋅, ⋅ + L′

2m1

)∥
L

p1
1

x (L
p2
1

y )

=∣∫ ∑
m1

C
k1,k2,m1,c1,c2,c

′
1

L1,L2,L′
∆
(2)
m1,c

′
1

F (x, y + L′

2m1

)∆̃(2)m1
h(x, y)dxdy∣

≤ sup
m1

∣Ck1,k2,m1,c1,c2,c
′
1

L1,L2,L′
∣∫ (∑

m1

∣∆(2)
m1,c

′
1

F (x, y + L′

2m1

)∣2) 1

2 (∑
m1

∣∆̃(2)m1
h(x, y)∣2) 1

2 dxdy

≲
2k1(β1−1)2k2

(1 + ∣L1∣ + ∣L2∣)N(1 + ∣L′∣)N ′ ∫ (∫ (∑m1

∣∆(2)
m1,c

′
1

F (x, y + L′

2m1

)∣2)
p2
1

2 dy)
1

p2
1 (∫ (∑

m1

∣∆̃(2)m1
h(x, y)∣2)

p2
1

′

2 dy)
1

p2
1

′
dx,

(6.20)

where the third inequality follows from Cauchy-Schwartz and the last one holds due to Hölder. We recall the
boundedness51 of the shifted square function

(6.21) (∫ (∑
m1

∣∆(2)
m1,c

′
1

F (x, y + L′

2m1

)∣2)
p2
1

2 dy)
1

p2
1 ≲ O(1 + ∣L′∣100)(∫ ∣Fc′

1
(x, y)∣p2

1dy) 1

p2
1 ,

where Fc′
1
∶=F

−1(F̂ (ξ1, η1)∑m1∈Z ψm1,c1(η1)) and ψm1,c1 is defined in Remark 2.4. We also have that

(6.22) (∫ ∣Fc′
1
(x, y)∣p2

1dy) 1

p2
1 ≲ (∫ ∣F(x, y)∣p2

1dy) 1

p2
1 ,

for 1 < p21 <∞. This ends the proof of the claim.

Estimate for TIVχ̃R
.

mβ1,β2
(ξ1,0, η1,0)χ̃R = ∑

k1≫k2

m1≫m2

mβ1,β2
(ξ1,0, η1,0)χ̃Rk1,k2,m1,m2

,

where χ̃Rk1,k2,m1,m2
denote the smooth restriction to the region Rk1,k2,m1,m2

achieved by the Littlewood-Paley
decomposition. Now we apply the high-low switch technique as previously to deduce

∑
k1≫k2

m1≫m2

mβ1,β2
(ξ1,0, η1,0)χ̃Rk1,k2,m1,m2

= ∑
k1,k2

m1,m2

mβ1,β2
(ξ1,0, η1,0)χ̃Rk1,k2,m1,m2

− ∑
k1≺k2

m1,m2

mβ1,β2
(ξ1,0, η1,0)χ̃Rk1,k2,m1,m2

− ∑
k1,k2

m1≺m2

mβ1,β2
(ξ1,0, η1,0)χ̃Rk1,k2,m1,m2

+ ∑
k1≺k2

m1≺m2

mβ1,β2
(ξ1,0, η1,0)χ̃Rk1,k2,m1,m2

∶= IVa − IVb − IVc + IVd.

It is straightforward to verify that IVa generates the symbol for the (linear) bi-parameter Marcinkiewicz multiplier
of order (β1, β2), whose boundedness is well-known. IVd can be estimated using the routine procedures developed
in Section 4; IVb and IVc are symmetric and follow the similar analysis as II .
(2) When the cone for the first parameter is of type (1) as in (6.1) and the cone for the second parameter is of
type (2),52 the argument is a hybrid of the reasoning in cases (1) and (2) developed in the one-parameter setting.
In particular, the symbol is smoothly restricted to the region

R̃ ∶= {(ξ1, ξ2, η1, η2) ∶ ∣ξ1∣≫ ∣ξ2∣, ∣η1 ∣ ∼ ∣η2∣},
where we split it as follows:

mβ1,β2
(ξ1, ξ2, η1, η2) =mβ1,β2

(ξ1, ξ2, η1, η2) −mβ1,β2
(ξ1,0, η1, η2) +mβ1,β2

(ξ1,0, η1, η2)
=∫

1

0
∂ξ2mβ1,β2

(ξ1, tξ2, η1, η2) ⋅ ξ2 dt +mβ1,β2
(ξ1,0, η1, η2).

51The bounds provided here are far from being optimal, but they are sufficient for our purpose.
52The other case is similar by symmetry.
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The study of the multiplier associated to the symbol

mCβ1
,β2
(ξ1, ξ2, η1, η2) ∶= ∫

1

0
∂ξ2mβ1,β2

(ξ1, tξ2, η1, η2) ⋅ ξ2dt
requests a Fourier series decomposition. With a by now routine decomposition of the frequency space R̃, we have

R̃ = ⋃
c1,c2∈C1

c
′
1
,c
′
2
∈C2

⋃
k1≫k2

m1∈Z

({∣ξ1∣ ∼ 2k1} ∩ c1) × ({∣ξ2∣ ∼ 2k2} ∩ c2) × ({∣η1∣ ∼ 2m1} ∩ c′1) × ({∣η2∣ ∼ 2m1} ∩ c′2),(6.23)

where we recall that C1 and C2 are collections of directional cones in the frequency spaces Rd1 and R
d2 , respectively.

We smoothly restrict the symbol to each piece of (6.23) with fixed k1 ≫ k2, m1 ∈ Z, c1, c2 ∈ C1 and c
′
1, c
′
2 ∈ C2 and

denote it by m
k1,k2,m1,c1,c2,c

′
1
,c′

2

Cβ1
,β2

. By applying the Fourier series decomposition of the symbol to the corresponding

multiplier, we obtain an expression whose analysis follows the standard procedure of this paper.
The symbol mβ1,β2

(ξ1,0, η1, η2) can be rewritten as

(6.24)
mβ1,β2

(ξ1,0, η1, η2)
∣ξ1∣β1

∣ξ1∣β1 =∶mH,β2
(ξ1, η1, η2)∣ξ1∣β1 .

Last but not least, we notice that the symbol mH,β2
(ξ1, η1, η2), as implied by the notation, is of order 0 for the

first parameter and order β2 for the second parameter; because of that, the multiplier corresponding to (6.24) can
be treated similarly to II. �

6.2. Some remarks on smoothing properties of multipliers. Finally, we present some results in the vein of
[10] and [19]. Although our methods do not apply to symbols satisfying only Sobolev conditions,53 we do recover
the results from [10] and from [19] for fractional integral operators also in the N -parameter, mixed-norm setting.
Once more, the purpose of this section is only illustrative.

Theorem 6.3. Let 0 ≤ ν1, . . . , νN < nd and let m ∈M−ν1,...,−νN (Rd1 × . . . × RdN ) be a Mikhlin symbol of order
(−ν1, . . . ,−νN). Then for any s1, . . . , sN ≥ 0 so that sj ≠ νj for any 1 ≤ j ≤ N and for any functions f1, . . . , fn ∈
S(Rd1 × . . . ×RdN ), we have

∥Ds1
(1)
. . .DsN

(N)
Tm(f1, . . . , fn)∥Lr⃗ ≲ ∑

σ
1

1
,...,σ

N
n ∈{0,1}

σ
j
1
+...+σj

n=1

n

∏
l=1

∥Dσ1

l (s1−ν1)

(1)
. . .D

σN
l (sN−νN )

(N)
fl∥p⃗l

,(6.25)

provided that 1 < p11, . . . , pN1 , p12, . . . , pn2 , . . . , p1n, . . . , pNn < ∞, 1
n
< r1, . . . , rn < ∞ are satisfying component-wise the

Hölder condition
1

r⃗
= 1

p⃗1
+ . . . +

1

p⃗n
and

dN

dN + sN
< rN , max( dN

dN + sN
,

dN−1

dN−1 + sN−1
) < rN−1, . . . ,max ( dN

dN + sN
, . . . ,

d1

d1 + s1
) < r1.

53In the one-parameter bilinear setting, instead of the Sobolev conditions in [10], we require that m is continuously differentiable
away from the origin and that it satisfies

sup
c1,c2∈C

sup
k

∥mν
k,c1,c2

∥
W (r̃,r̃),2 <∞, sup

c1,c2∈C

sup
k1≪k2

sup
t∈[0,1]

∥mν,t

k1,k2,c1,c2
∥
W (r̃,r̃),2 <∞, and

sup
c1,c2∈C

sup
k1≪k2

sup
t∈[0,1]

∥mν,t,∇i
k1,k2,c1,c2

∥
W (r̃,r̃),2 <∞ for i = 1,2,

where C is a collection of directional cones in the frequency space R
d and

mν
k,c1,c2

∶=2kνm(2kξ1,2kξ2)ψ0,c1(ξ1)ψ0,c2(ξ2),
m

ν,t
k1,k2,c1,c2

(ξ1, ξ2) ∶=2k1νm(2k1 ξ1, t2
k2 ξ2)ψ0,c1(ξ1)ψ0,c2 (ξ2),

m
ν,t,∇2

k1,k2,c1,c2
(ξ1, ξ2) ∶=2k1(ν+1) (∇2m(2k1 ξ1, t2

k2ξ2) ⋅ ξ2)ψ0,c1(ξ1)ψ0,c2(ξ2),

and mν,t,∇1

k1,k2,c1,c2
is defined similarly. The discrete Sobolev norm W (r̃,r̃),2 for a function f is defined by

∥f∥
W (r̃,r̃),2 ∶=

⎛
⎜
⎝
∑

n1,n2∈Z
d

(1 + ∣n1∣2)r̃(1 + ∣n2∣2)r̃ ∣f̂(n1, n2)∣2
⎞
⎟
⎠

1

2

.

Using the argument in the proof of Theorem 6.3, (6.26) can be verified for symbols m satisfying the conditions above for 0 ≤ ν < 2d,
max(d

r̃
, d
d+s
) < r <∞, 1 < p1, p2 <∞ and 1

r
= 1

p1
+ 1

p2
. A similar Sobolev condition can be formulated in the biparameter setting.
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We call attention to the fact that (6.25) remains true whenever s1 − ν1 ≠ 0, . . . , sN − νN ≠ 0, so even when they
are negative numbers.

A typical example of multipliers satisfying the boundedness property in Theorem 6.3 is the N -parameter
fractional integral operator Iν(f1, . . . , fn) given by

∫
Rnd1×...×RndN

(∣ξ11 ∣2 + . . . + ∣ξ1n∣2)−
ν1
2 . . . (∣ξN1 ∣2 + . . . + ∣ξNn ∣2)−

νN
2 f̂1(ξ1) . . . f̂n(ξn)e2πix⋅(ξ1+...ξn)dξ1 . . . dξN ,

where ξj ∶= (ξj1, . . . , ξjn) ∈ Rn for 1 ≤ j ≤ N . In this particular case we can of course allow for sj = νj and (6.25)
holds for Ds1

(1)
. . .DsN

(N)
Iν(f1, . . . , fn). The smoothing property for fractional integral operators, naturally implied

by Theorem 6.3, seem to be new in the multi-parameter, mixed-norm setting.
Again, for simplicity we only present the case n = 2 and N = 2 of the proof. First, we start with the one-

parameter case, which relies on the results in Theorem 1.3 corresponding to a rooted tree of depth 1; next we
discuss the bi-parameter case, which makes use of Theorem 1.5.

Sketch of Proof of Theorem 6.3 when N = 1. Here, like in [10], we would like to obtain smoothing properties for
operators of order ν, where 0 ≤ ν < 2d. This simply means that we take m(ξ, η) ∈M−ν(R2d) and would like to
prove for any s ≠ ν

∥DsTm(f, g)∥r ≲ ∥Ds−νf∥p1
∥g∥p2

+ ∥f∥p1
∥Ds−νg∥p2

.(6.26)

As usual, DsTm(f, g) breaks down as a sum of

∑
k≪ℓ
∫
R2d
∣ξ1 + ξ2∣smν(ξ1, ξ2)∆̂kf(ξ1)∆̂ℓg(ξ2)e2πix⋅(ξ1+ξ2)dξ1dξ2

+ ∑
k≫ℓ
∫
R2d
∣ξ1 + ξ2∣smν(ξ1, ξ2)∆̂kf(ξ1)∆̂ℓg(ξ2)e2πix⋅(ξ1+ξ2)dξ1dξ2

+ ∑
∣k−ℓ∣≤3

∫
R2d
∣ξ1 + ξ2∣smν(ξ1, ξ2)∆̂kf(ξ1)∆̂ℓg(ξ2)e2πix⋅(ξ1+ξ2)dξ1dξ2 ∶= I + II + III

and it will be enough to estimate the terms I and III.

(1) For I, we simply notice that on the region

R ∶= ⋃
k≪ℓ

{(ξ1, ξ2) ∶ ∣ξ1∣ ∼ 2k, ∣ξ2∣ ∼ 2ℓ},
the symbol ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣smν(ξ1, ξ2) becomes a Mikhlin symbol of order s− ν. So as long as s > ν, the result follows
from Theorem 1.3. When s < ν, the proof of Theorem 1.3 still holds: in that case, we would use ∥ ⋅ ∥Ḃs−ν

pl,∞
and

∥ ⋅ ∥Ḃ−ǫpl,∞
Besov norms, with s − ν < −ǫ < 0.

(2) For the diagonal term, we want to estimate

III ∶= ∑
k
∫
R2d
∣ξ1 + ξ2∣smν(ξ1, ξ2)∆̂kf(ξ1)∆̂kg(ξ2)e2πix⋅(ξ1+ξ2)dξ1dξ2.

For this, we would like to use a Fourier series decomposition for ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣smν(ξ1, ξ2) in the region {(ξ1, ξ2) ∶
∣ξ1∣ ∼ ∣ξ2∣}, which can be decomposed as (6.12):

{(ξ1, ξ2) ∈ R2d ∶ ∣ξ1∣ ∼ ∣ξ2∣} = ⋃
c1,c2∈C

⋃
k∈Z

({∣ξ1∣ ∼ 2k} ∩ c1) × ({∣ξ2∣ ∼ 2k} ∩ c2),

where C is the collection of all directional cones in the frequency space R
d.

We proceed with a Fourier series decomposition of the symbol restricted to the Whitney cube corresponding
to a fixed scale k ∈ Z and fixed directional cones c1, c2, ∈ C, namely

(6.27) ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣smν(ξ1, ξ2)ψk.c(ξ1)ψk,c2(ξ2).
In this region, while mν(ξ1, ξ2) is smooth, ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣s is less regular since we cannot exclude that ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣ = 0.

So we proceed with Fourier series decompositions on both symbols separately. We first notice that (6.27) can
be rewritten as

(∣ξ1 + ξ2∣sϕ̃k(ξ1 + ξ2)) (mν(ξ1, ξ2)ψk.c(ξ1)ψk,c2(ξ2)) .
Then the Fourier series of the symbol in the first parenthesis yields

(6.28) ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣sϕ̃k(ξ1 + ξ2) = ∑
L∈Zd

2ksCLe
2πi L

2k
⋅(ξ1+ξ2),
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where the renormalized Fourier coefficients CL satisfy

(6.29) ∣CL∣ ≲ 1

(1 + ∣L∣)d+s .
Next, we use a Fourier decomposition on mν(ξ1, ξ2)ψk,c1(ξ1)ψk,c2(ξ2):

mν(ξ1, ξ2)ψk,c1(ξ1)ψk,c2(ξ2) = ∑
L1,L2∈Zd

C
k,c1,c2
L1,L2

e
2πi

L1

2k
⋅ξ1e

2πi
L2

2k
⋅ξ2 ,

with

∣Ck,c1,c2
L1,L2

∣ ≲M 2−kν

(1 + ∣L1∣ + ∣L2∣)M .

for M > 0 sufficiently large. Overall we get

∣ξ1 + ξ2∣smν(ξ1, ξ2)ψk,c1(ξ1)ψk,c2(ξ2) = ∑
L∈Zd

∑
L1,L2∈Zd

2ksCLC
k,c1,c2
L1,L2

e
2πi

L+L1

2k
⋅ξ1e

2πi
L+L2

2k
⋅ξ2

and in consequence, whenever 0 < τ ≤min(1, r),
∥III∥τr ≲∑

L

∣CL∣τ∑
k

2k(s−ν)τ∥∆kf∥τp1
∥∆kg∥τp2

.

This imposes the restriction r > d
d+s

, and implies the desired (6.25) for either s > ν or s < ν.
�

Sketch of Proof of Theorem 6.3 when N = 2. Now we prove the bi-parameter version of the smoothing property
discussed above; that is, we will show that

∥Ds1
(1)
Ds2
(2)
Tm(f1, f2)∥Lr1

x (L
r2
y )
≲∥Ds1−ν1

(1)
Ds2−ν2
(2)

f1∥
L

p1
1

x (L
p2
1

y )
∥f2∥

L
p1
2

x (L
p2
2

y )
+ ∥f1∥

L
p1
1

x (L
p2
1

y )
∥Ds1−ν1
(1)

Ds2−ν2
(2)

f2∥
L

p1
2

x (L
p2
2

y )

+ ∥Ds1−ν1
(1)

f1∥
L

p1
1

x (L
p2
1

y )
∥Ds2−ν2
(2)

f2∥
L

p1
2

x (L
p2
2

y )
+ ∥Ds2−ν2

(2)
f1∥

L
p1
1

x (L
p2
1

y )
∥Ds1−ν1
(1)

f2∥
L

p1
2

x (L
p2
2

y )
,(6.30)

for 1 < pj1, pj2 <∞, d
d+sj
< rj and 1

p
j
1

+ 1

p
j
2

= 1
rj

with j = 1,2.
As indicated by the argument in the one-parameter setting, various considerations are necessary for different

regions of the frequency space.

(1) In the “off-diagonal” region
{(ξ1, ξ2, η1, η2) ∶ ∣ξ1∣≫ ∣ξ2∣, ∣η1∣≫ ∣η2∣}

for both parameters (or other similar regions, obtained by permuting the roles of ξ1, ξ2 or η1, η2), the symbols
∣ξ1 + ξ2∣s1 and ∣η1 + η2∣s2 are Mikhlin symbols of order s1 and s2 respectively. Hence

ms1−ν1,s2−ν2(ξ1, ξ2, η1, η2) ∶= ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣s1 ∣η1 + η2∣s2m(ξ1, ξ2, η1, η2)
is a bi-parameter Marcinkiewicz symbol satisfying

∣∂ζ1
ξ
∂ζ2η mβ1,β2

(ξ, η)∣ ≲ ∣ξ∣s1−ν1−∣ζ1 ∣∣η∣s2−ν2−∣ζ2 ∣.
We can now invoke Theorem 1.5 to conclude the discussion for this case.

(2) In the diagonal region for both parameters

{(ξ1, ξ2, η1, η2) ∶ ∣ξ1∣ ∼ ∣ξ2∣, ∣η1 ∣ ∼ ∣η2∣},
we no longer need to split the symbol and consider commutator terms. Instead, we perform a quadruple Fourier
series decomposition of m(ξ1, ξ2, η1, η2) restricted to a Whitney rectangle and a Fourier series decompositions of
the symbols ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣s1 and ∣η1 + η2∣s2 respectively, restricted accordingly. The subsequent analysis mimics the
argument developed in Section 4.

(3) In the region that is “off-diagonal” for the first parameter and “diagonal” for the second parameter (and in
the other similar regions, alike)

{(ξ1, ξ2, η1, η2) ∶ ∣ξ1∣≫ ∣ξ2∣, ∣η1 ∣ ∼ ∣η2∣},
we will use a hybrid of the arguments for (1) and (2). In particular,

∣ξ1 + ξ2∣s1m(ξ1, ξ2, η1, η2)
= ∣ξ1 + ξ2∣s1m(ξ1, ξ2, η1, η2) − ∣ξ1∣s1m(ξ1,0, η1, η2)´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶

=∶mCs1−ν1 ,−ν2(ξ1,ξ2,η1,η2)

+ ∣ξ1∣s1m(ξ1,0, η1, η2)´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶
=∶ms1−ν1,−ν2(ξ1,η1,η2)

.
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The quadruple Fourier series decomposition can be applied to the symbol mCs1−ν1 ,−ν2
smoothly restricted to

the region

(6.31) ({∣ξ1∣ ∼ 2k1} ∩ c1) × ({∣ξ2∣ ∼ 2k2} ∩ c2) × ({∣η1∣ ∼ 2m1} ∩ c′1) × ({∣η1∣ ∼ 2m1} ∩ c′2),
where k1 ≫ k2 and c1, c2 ∈ C1 are directional cones in the frequency space for the first parameter and c′1, c

′
2 ∈ C2

are directional cones in the frequency space for the second parameter.
Meanwhile, we can use the Fourier series decomposition to express the symbol ∣η1 + η2∣s2 localized to the cube

[−2m1+1,2m1+1]d2 which yields an expression similar to (6.28). The corresponding Fourier coefficients satisfy a

decaying condition similar to (6.29), which imposes the constraint r2 >
d2

d2 + s2
on the Lebesgue exponent r2.

Next, we use the Fourier series representation for the symbol mCs1−ν1 ,−ν2
∣η1 +η2∣s2 in the multiplier; the remaining

argument is routine and will be omitted here.
Last but not least, the symbol ms1−ν1,−ν2(ξ1, η1, η2) can be rewritten as

ms1−ν1,−ν2(ξ1, η1, η2) = ms1−ν1,−ν2(ξ1, η1, η2)
∣ξ1∣s1−ν1 ∣ξ1∣s1−ν1 =∶mH,−ν2(ξ1, η1, η2)∣ξ1∣s1−ν1 .

We smoothly restrict the symbol mH,−ν2(ξ1, η1, η2) to the region

({∣ξ1∣ ∼ 2k1} ∩ c1) × ({∣η1∣ ∼ 2m1} ∩ c′1) × ({∣η2∣ ∼ 2m1} ∩ c′2),
where k1,m1 ∈ Z are fixed, c1 ∈ C1 is a directional cone in the frequency space for the first parameter and c′1, c

′
2 ∈ C2

are directional cones in the frequency space for the second parameter. We denote the localized symbol by mk1,m1

H,−ν2
,

on which we perform the triple Fourier series decomposition:

m
k1,m1,c1,c

′
1
,c′

2

H,−ν2
(ξ1, η1, η2) = ∑

L∈Zd1

L′
1
,L′

2
∈Zd2

C
k1,m1,c1,c

′
1
,c′

2

L,L′
1
,L′

2

e
2πiL⋅

ξ1

2
k1 e2πiL

′
1
⋅

η1
2
m1 e2πiL

′
2
⋅

η2
2
m1 ,

where the Fourier coefficients satisfy the decay condition

∣Ck1,m1,c1,c
′
1
,c
′
2

L,L′
1
,L′

2

∣ ≲ 2−m1ν2(1 + ∣L∣)−N(1 + ∣L′1∣ + ∣L′2∣)−N ′

for sufficiently large N,N ′. When combined with the Fourier series representation for ∣η1 + η2∣s2 on {∣η1 + η2∣ ≤
2m1+1}, we obtain for fixed c1 ∈ C1 and c′1, c

′
2 ∈ C2,

∑
L∈Zd1

L′
1
,L′

2
,L′∈Zd2

∑
k1≫k2

m1

C
k1,m1,c1,c

′
1
,c′

2

L,L′
1
,L′

2

CL′2
m1s1

∫ ∣ξ1∣s1−ν1F(∆(1)k1,c1
∆
(2)
m1,c

′
1

f1)(ξ1, η1)F(∆(1)k2
∆
(2)
m1,c

′
2

f2)(ξ2, η2)e2πiξ1⋅(x+ L

2
k1
)
e2πiξ2 ⋅xe2πiη1⋅(y+

L′
1
+L′

2
m1

)e2πiη2 ⋅(y+
L′
2
+L′

2
m1

)dξdη.

We then use the high-low switch technique to split the sum in two parts – one with the sum over all k1, k2,m1 and
the second sum over k2 ≻ k1 and all m1. The second sum can be estimated using the usual analysis (optimization,
Besov norms, etc), while the first can be simplified as

∑
L∈Zd1

L
′
1
,L
′
2
,L
′∈Zd2

∑
k1,m1∈Z

C
k1,m1,c1,c

′
1
,c
′
2

L,L′
1
,L′

2

CL′2
m1s1∆

(1)
k1,c1

∆
(2)
m1,c

′
1

Ds1−ν1
(1)

f1(x + L

2k1

, y +
L′1 +L

′

2m1

)∆(2)
m1,c

′
2

f2(x, y + L
′
2 +L

′

2m1

).

By subadditivity and Hölder’s inequality, its ∥ ⋅ ∥τ
Lr1

x (L
r2
y )

norm with τ ≤min(1, r1, r2) can be estimated by

∑
L∈Zd1

L′
1
,L′

2
,L′∈Zd2

∑
m1

∣CL′ ∣τ2m1s1τ∥∑
k1

C
k1,m1,c1,c

′
1
,c′

2
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1
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2

∆
(1)
k1,c1

∆
(2)
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1
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(1)

f1(⋅ + L

2k1

, ⋅)∥τ
L

p1
1

x (L
p2
1

y )
∥∆(2)

m1,c
′
2

f2(⋅, ⋅)∥τ
L

p1
2

x (L
p2
2

y )
.

The reasoning used for proving the inequality (6.19) also implies that

∥∑
k1

C
k1,m1,c1,c

′
1
,c
′
2

L,L′
1
,L′

2

∆
(1)
k1,c1

∆
(2)
m1,c
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1
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(1)

f1(⋅+ L
2k1

, ⋅)∥
L

p1
1

x (L
p2
1

y )
≲ (1+∣L∣)−N+1(1+∣L′1∣+∣L′2∣)−N ′2−m1ν2∥∆(2)m1

Ds1−ν1
(1)

f1∥
L

p1
1

x (L
p2
1

y )
.

From here on the summation in m1 is standard.
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The reasoning presented above yields the desired estimates in the case when s1 > ν1, s2 > ν2. As in the
one-parameter case, a similar and even simpler54 argument implies (6.30) for any s1 ≠ ν1, s2 ≠ ν2. �
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